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PRE be AC rE 


| bp present volume will hardly need many words by way 
of explanation. The discovery of Bryennios, who a little 
more than a year ago was enabled to publish for the first 
time the two Epistles of S. Clement entire, has suggested to 
recent editors a revision and completion of their work. To 
this end I might have followed the course pursued by Hilgenfeld 
and by Gebhardt and Harnack, and have superseded my former 
volume by a new edition. On the whole however it seemed 
to me more advisable to issue an Appendix. I thought that 
in this way I should better consult the convenience of those 
who possessed my edition; while at the same time there would 
be a certain advantage in summing up and discussing the 
results of conjectural criticism, as seen in the light of recently 
discovered facts, with greater freedom than would have been 
possible, if I had undertaken an entirely new edition. The 
present part of the work therefore appears as a supplement to 
my edition of S. Clement’s Epistles published in 1869, and is 


“paged continuously with it. A general title page and a table 
of contents are added, which are intended to be prefixed to the 


~~’ whole volume. 


— This Appendix was commenced soon after the copies of 
‘Bryennios’ edition reached England in February of last year ; 
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but various causes have delayed its completion. More espe- 
cially the discovery of the Syriac Version about the end of 
June stayed my hand: for it was obviously important to 
include, not only a discussion of those broader questions which 
the appearance of these epistles in such a form suggested, but 
also a complete account of the various readings exhibited in 
this text. This in itself, with the necessary pressure of other 
work, was a task of some months; and it involved a recasting 
of certain portions which had been already completed. Lastly, 
when the text and notes were already in type, though not 
struck off, the new editions of Hilgenfeld and of Gebhardt and 
Harnack appeared; and it was necessary to take account of 
their labours. I am glad to have had the advantage of testing 
my results by theirs. These causes, added to the necessary 
hindrances of professional and other duties, have delayed the 
publication of this Appendix several months later than I had 
at first contemplated. 

In a review of my edition which appeared soon after its 
publication, in the Géttingen Gelehrie Anzeigen, signed with 
the well-known initials H.E., disappointment was expressed 
that it contained no discussion of the question who was the 
writer of the First Epistle. At the time I had deliberately 
excluded this subject, as I had then a project of a history 
of Early Christian Literature, where such an investigation would 
have found a place. But this project has long since been 
abandoned, and the question is therefore discussed in the present 
volume (p. 257 sq.). Some time after these sheets were struck 
off, I found with satisfaction that M. Renan, in the Yournal 
des Savants, January 1877, maintained, as I have done, the. 
Jewish origin of the writer, and on substantially the same 
grounds. Though this seems at present to be an unfashionable 


“view, I venture to hope that, when the phenomena of the 
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epistle are more carefully considered, it wilf find general 
acceptance. 

No apology, will, I trust, be needed for attempting to add 
another to the existing translations of these epistles. Such an 
attempt finds its justification in the fact that considerable por- 
tions will appear now for the first time in an English dress and 
that elsewhere conjectural readings have been displaced by the 
ascertained text. ’ 

It remains for me to fulfil the pleasant task of acknowledging 
my obligations to friends who have aided me in the course 
of the work. My thanks are due, among others, to the authori- 
ties of the British Museum, more particularly to Mr Bond the 
Keeper, and Mr E. M. Thompson, the Assistant Keeper of 
the Manuscripts, for their unfailing courtesy and assistance, 
whensoever I have troubled them: to Signor Ignazio Guidi 
of Rome, for his kindness in consulting and transcribing from 
MSs in the Vatican Library—a kindness which I appreciate 
the more because I had no claims whatever upon it; to 
Dr Hort, to whom I owe several valuable suggestions even 
in places where his name is not directly mentioned; to 
Professor Wright, who has taken much trouble in supplying me 
with information respecting some Oriental Mss; to Mr Van- 
Sittart, who has extended to this work the supervision for 
which I have been indebted to him on former occasions and 
has corrected the proof sheets of a considerable portion of 
the volume; and especially to Mr Bensly, whose name I have 
had occasion to mention many times in the course of the 
work, and whose aid has been invaluable to me in all that 


relates to the Syriac Version. 


TRINITY COLLEGE, 
April 13th, 1877. 
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PERIOD of nearly two centuries and a half has elapsed since 
the Epistles of S. Clement of Rome were first published from 
the Alexandrian ms, now in the British Museum, but then belonging 
to the King’s Library. On the title page of the Zditio princeps, which 
appeared in 1633, the editor, Patrick Young, speaks of the text as taken 
“ex laceris reliquiis vetustissimi exemplaris Bibliothecze Regiz.’ In this 
mutilated condition the two epistles remained till the other day. The 
First Epistle had lost one leaf near the end, while the surviving portion 
occupied nine leaves, so that about a tenth of the whole had perished 
(see above pp. 23, 166). The Second Epistle ended abruptly in the 
middle, the last leaves of the ms having disappeared. It. is now 
ascertained that the lost ending amounted to a little more than two- 
fifths of the whole. Moreover the Ms in different parts is very much 
torn, and the writing is blurred or obliterated by time and ill usage, 
so that the ingenuity of successive editors has been sorely exercised 
in supplying the lacunz. 

After so long a lapse of time it seemed almost beyond hope, that the 
epistles would ever be restored to their entirety. Yet within the last 
few months they have been discovered whole in two distinct documents. 
The students of early patristic literature had scarcely realized the surprise 
which the publication of the complete text from a Greek ms at Con- 
stantinople had caused, when it was announced that the University 
of Cambridge had procured by purchase a MS containing the two 
epistles whole in a Syriac Version. Of these two new authorities for 
the text I proceed to give an account. 

15—2 
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‘ I. 


At the close of the last year a volume was published at Constanti- 
nople, bearing the title: : 

Tod év aylos warpds ypav KArjuevtos émurxdrov ‘Pays at Svo zpos 
Kopw6ious émiorohai. Ex xetpoypddov THs &v Pavapiy Kwvoravtwov- 
Torkews BiBAvoOyjKys Tod Tlavayiov Tapov viv zpdrov éxdiSdpevar aAnpes 
Hera mpoheyonévwv Kal onpewsoewy Sd Dirobéov Bpvevviov pytporoAirov 
Zeppav Kr, “Ev Kovoravrwovrdde, 187 5: 

[‘The Two Epistles of our holy father Clement Bishop of Rome to 
the Corinthians; from a manuscript in the Library of the Most Holy 
Sepulchre in Fanar of Constantinople; now for the first time published 
complete, with prolegomena and notes, by Philotheos Bryennios, Metro- 
politan of Serre. Constantinople, 187 La 

This important Ms is numbered 456 in the library to which it 
belongs. It is an 8vo volume, written on parchment in cursive characters, 
and consists of 120 leaves. Its contents, as given by Bryennios, are as 
follows : 

‘fol. I—32 Tod & adylos “Iwdvvov rod Xpvoorrépov oivois ris 

_ ‘madads kal cawps Siabyxys ev tdge Sropvyotixod’. 

fol. 33—51b BapvdBa émorody. 

fol. 5tb—7oa KArjpevros zpos Kopwiovs A’. 

fol. 70a—76a KArpevtos mpds Kopw6iovs B’. - 

fol. 76a—80  Aidayy) ray Sudexa "AtooréAov. 

fol. 81 —82a "Emorod:) Mapias KacooBohwv mpds tov ayiov Kat 

tepomaprupa “Iyvariov dpxtemicxorov @eourd\cws *Aytioyetas. 
fol. 82a—z120a Tod aytov *Tyvariov @eovrdXcws *Avrioyetas 
mpos Mapiav 
mpos TpadXavovs 
mpos Mayvyoious 
mpos Tos ev Taps 
mpos Prremynoiovs wept Barricparos 
mpos PiradeAdets 
mpos Suvpvaiovs 
mpos IloAvcapmrov émicKxorov Smvpvys 
1 This is doubtless the same work tains only the Old Testament and ends 
which is printed in Montfaucon’s edition with Malachi. Montfaucon stops short 


of S. Chrysostom, vi. p. 3148q. Bryen- at Nahum, apparently because his mss 
nios says that the treatise in this Ms con- failed him there. 
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mpos ‘Avtuoxeis 
mpos “Hpwva diakovov *Avrioxéa, 
apos ‘Eqecious 
mpos “Pwpaious. 

The genuine Epistle of Clement is headed KAyjpevtos apos KopwOious 
A’; the so-called Second Epistle likewise has a corresponding title, 
K\ijpevtos pos KopwOiovs B. At the close of the Second Epistle is 
written, Srixou x. pyra xe. At the end of the volume is the colophon; 
"EredewwOn pnvt “lovin cis tas wa’. rjugpav I’. "Ivd 6’, érous orpEd. xewpl 
Aégovros votapiov kal ddefrov. The date a.m. 6564 is here given accord- 
ing to the Byzantine reckoning, and corresponds to A.D. 1056, which is 
therefore the date of the completion of the Ms. ; 

It is strange that this discovery should not have been made before. 
The Library of the Most Holy Sepulchre at Constantinople is attached 
to the Patriarchate of Jerusalem in that city, and therefore has something 
of a public character. It has moreover been examined more than once 
by learned men from Western Europe. A catalogue of its Mss, com- 
piled in 1845 by Bethmann, appeared in Pertz Archiv der Gesellsch. 
f. altere deutsche Geschichthunde 1X. p. 645 sq.; but it does not mention 
this volume (see Patr. Apost. Op. 1.1. p. xi, Gebh. u. Harn., ed. 2). 
Some years later, in 1856, M. Guigniant read a report of the contents of 
this library before the French Academy of Inscriptions, which is pub- 
lished in the fournal Général de? Instruction Publique 1856, XXV.p. 419; 
and again this Ms is unnoticed. M. Guigniant seems to have attended 
chiefly to classical literature, and to have made only the most superficial 
examination ‘of the Christian writings in this collection: for he says, 
‘somewhat contemptuously, that these mss ‘unfortunately comprise little 
besides Homilies, Prayers, Theological and Controversial Treatises, 
written at times not very remote from our own,’ with more to the same 
effect (as quoted in the Academy, May 6, 1876). Again, two years later, 
the Rev. H. O. Coxe, the Librarian of the Bodleian, visited this 
Library and wrote a report of his visit (Report to H. M. Government on 
the Greek MSS in the Libraries of the Levant, pp. 32, 75, 18 58), but he 
too passes over this volume in silence. A serious illness during his 
stay at Constantinople prevented him from thoroughly examining the 
libraries there. ‘ 

This ms is designated I (‘lepocoAvpurixds) by Bryennios, and by 
Hilgenfeld after him. But this designation is misleading, and I shall 
therefore call it C (Constantinopolitanus) with Gebhardt and Harnack. 

Facsimiles of C are given by Bryennios at the end of his volume. 
The contractions are numerous and at first sight perplexing. It sy- 
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stematically ignores the « subscript or adscript with a single exception, 
li. § x THe OeAjoe (p. 147); and, if Bryennios has in these particulars 
reproduced it faithfully in his own text’, it also universally omits before 
consonants the so-called v épeAxvorixov which appears in the Alexan- 
drian Ms, and writes ovrw under the same circumstances, when the 
older Ms has ovrws. It is written with a fair amount of care throughout, 
so far as regards errors of transcription. In this respect it contrasts 
favourably with A, which constantly betrays evidence of great negligence 
on the part of the scribe. But, though far more free from mere clerical 
errors, yet in all points which vitally affect the trustworthiness of a MS, 
it must certainly yield the palm to the Alexandrian. The scribe of A 
may be careless, but he is guileless also. On the other hand the text of 
C shows manifest traces of critical revision, as will appear in the sequel. 

‘But, notwithstanding this fact, which detracts somewhat from its 
weight, it still has considerable value as an authority. More especially it 
is independent of A; for it preserves the correct reading in some in- 
stances, where A is manifestly wrong. I pass over examples of slight 
errors where one scribe might blunder and another might correct his 
blunder (e.g. § 1 £évous A, gévns C; § 2 éoreprecpévor A, éveorepvicpévor C; 
§ 3 ameyaddricey A, deddxricer C; § 25 duaveder A, daviee C; § 35 
prrogeviav A, adudofeviay C). These are very numerous, but they prove 
nothing. Other instances however place the fact of its independence 
beyond the reach of doubt: e.g. § 2 per’ édéovs (uereAawove) A, which is 
read pera déovs in C, where no divination could have restored the right 
reading ; § 3 ard rds émOupias avrod ris rovnpas A, where critics with one 
accord have substituted tds movypds for ris movnpas without misgiving, 
thus mending the text by the alteration of a single letter, but where the 
reading of C shows that the words ris xapSias have dropped out in 
A after érOupias ; § 21 dia ris pwvps A, where C has did THS oryhs, as the 
sense demands and as the passage is quoted by Clement of Alexandria; 
§ 34 mporpérerar (mpotpemere) odv muds e ddys THs Kapdias ex’ avtd py 
apyovs pare mapeyévos elvan emt wav épyov ayafdv, where some critics 
have corrected éa’ air@ in various ways, while others, like myself, have 
preferred to retain it and put a slightly strained meaning on it (see the 
note p. 113), but where C solves the difficulty at once by inserting 
motevovras after yas and thus furnishing a government for éz’ aura ; 
§ 37, where evetxtixws, or whatever may be the reading of A (see p. 121) 


1 This however may be doubted. Hil- €oripicev as the reading of C before a 
genfeld (p. xix) calls attention to the fact, consonant. 
that in § 33 Bryennios in his note gives 
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could not have suggested éxrix@s which appears in C. It follows from 
these facts (and they do not stand alone) that C is not a lineal de- 
scendant of A, and that the text which they have in common must be 
traced back to an archetype older than the 5th century, to which A 
itself belongs. 

On the other hand, the critical revision, to which I have already 
referred, as distinguishing the text of C when compared with that of A, 
and thus rendering it less trustwortfy, betrays itself in many ways. 

(x) C exhibits Aarmonistic readings in the quotations. Thus in § 4 
it has 76 Kupfw for 7@ @cd in Gen. iv. 3 in accordance with the Lxx ; 
and again dpyxovra Kat Suxacrpy for kpurnv } Sucacrnv in Exod, ii. 14, also 
in accordance with the Lxx (comp. also Acts vii. 27). In § 13 it gives 
tovs Adyous for ra Adyia in Is. Ixvi. 2 in conformity with the Lxx. In 
§ 22 again it has rov éAmifovra for rods éAmiCovras in Ps, xxxil. 10 after 
the txx. In § 33, having before spoken of justification by faith and 
not by works, Clement writes ré oty roujowper, adeAdot ; apyyowpey amo 
Tis dya0oroulas; as read in A: but this sentiment is obviously sug- 
gested by Rom. vi. 1 sq., ré obv épotpev; emmevopey 7H apaprtia. K.7.d., 
and accordingly C substitutes ri otv épodpev for ré otv moujowper. In 
§ 34 Clement quotes loosely from Is. vi. 3 waoa y xriows, but C sub- 
stitutes raoa 1 yf in accordance with the Lxx and Hebrew. Later 
in this chapter again Clement gives (with some variations) the same 
quotation which occurs in 1 Cor. ii. 9, and C alters it to bring it into 
closer conformity with S. Paul, inserting @ before 6¢@adpos and sub- 
stituting rots dyardow for rots vrouevovaw, though we see plainly from 
the beginning of the next chapter that Clement quoted it with rots vmo- 
pevovow. In § 35, in a quotation from Ps. 1. 16 sq., C substitutes dio 
oroparos for ért ordparos so as to conform to the txx. In § 36, 
where A reads évopa KexAypovopynxey, C has KexAypovopynKey ovo. with 
Heb. i. 4. In § 47 for atrod re cat Knga re Kat *AmoAAW, C substitutes 
éavrod kal "Awo\Ad Kat Kya, which is the order in x Cor. i. 12. 
Though A itself is not entirely free from such harmonistic changes, 
they are far less frequent than in C. 

(2) Other changes are obviously made from dogmatic motives. 
Thus in ii. § 9 we read Xpiords 0 Kupuos 6 owioas nas, av pev TO mpOTov 
avedpa, éyévero odpf «.7.A. This mode of speaking, as I have pointed 
out in my notes (p. 202), is not uncommon in the second and third 
centuries: but to the more dogmatic precision of a later age it gave 
’ offence, as seeming to confound the Second and Third Persons of the 
Holy Trinity. Accordingly C substitutes Aoyos for mvevpa, ‘Jesus 
Christ, being first Word, became flesh,’ thus bringing the statement into 
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accordance with the language of S. John. Again, in § 30 of the 
genuine Epistle, rots xarypapévors Ud Tob @cod, the words vad tod @eod 
are omitted in C, as I suppose, because the scribe felt a repugnance to 
ascribing a curse to God; though possibly they were struck out as super- 
fluous, since they occur just below in the parallel clause rots qvAoyypée- 
vows dro TOU Meod. Again in § 12 “‘PaaB 7 wopvyn, C reads “PaaB 7 érre- 
youevn wépvy, the qualifying word being inserted doubtless to save the 
character of one who holds a promin€nt place in the Scriptures. Under 
this head also I am disposed to classify the various reading in § 2, rots 
Epodiois Tots cod apKovpevor, where C reads tov Xpicrov for rod Oeod ; but 
this is a difficult question, and I reserve the discussion of it till the 
proper place. In § 14 too the substitution of aipéces for pw is probably 
due to an orthodox desire to give definiteness to Clement’s condemna- 
tion of the factious spirit. 

(3) But more numerous are the grammatical and rhetorical changes, 
i.e. those which aim at greater correctness or elegance of diction. These 
are of various kinds. (a) The most common perhaps is the substitution 
of a more appropriate tense, or what seemed so, for a less appropriate : 
e.g. § 1 BAarpnpectoba for BraodypnOjvar; § 7 ixerevovres for ixerevoay- 
res; § 12 AeAdAnxas for eAdAnoas, eyevyOy for yéyovey (see the note in 
the addenda); § 17 arevioas for areviwv; § 20 mpoodedyovras for 
mpoomepevydtas ; § 21% avatpel for dvehel; § 25 teevtycarros for Tere- 
NevryKoros, wAnpovpéevov for werANpwmevor ; § 35 vVromimre for vréemimTer 5 
§ 40 mpootayeton for mpooreraypévors; § 44 éoriv for eorat, rodirevoca- 
poevovs for woAurevopevous; § 49 Sédwxev for Swxev; § 51 ocraciacavrwv 
for oracialévrw ; § 53 avaBavros for avaBailvovtos]; ti. § 4 opodroyjow- 
pev for oporoydmev; i. § 7 POcipwv for POeipas; ii. § 8 woujon for ron 
and Bonbet for Bonfyoe. (>) The omission, addition, or alteration of 
connecting particles, for the sake of greater perspicuity or ease: e.g. 
§ 8 yap omitted; § 12 dr... Kal inserted; § 16 de omitted; § 17 ére 8 
omitted, and again 8 inserted ; § 30 re...xat inserted ; § 33 dé substituted 
' for otv; § 65 (59) xat omitted before dv avrod; ii. § 2 dé omitted; ii. 

§ 3 ov omitted; ii. § 7 otv omitted; ii, § 10 dé substituted for yap. 
(¢) The substitution of a more obvious preposition for a less obvious : 
e.g. § 4 amd for iro (twice), § 9 év rH Aecrovpyia for did rijs Nevrovpyias, 
§ 11 eis adrov for ém’ avrov, § 44 wepl tod cvoparos for emi. rod ovopa- 
tos. (d@) An aiming at greater force by the use of superlatives: § 2 
ocBacpwwrtary for ceBacply, § 33 TappeyeOeorarov for raypéyebes. (¢) 
The omission of apparently superfluous words: e.g. § 1 ddeAdoi, tudv; 
§ 4 ovrws; § 7 els (after SueAOwper); § 8 yap (after £6); § 11 rodro; § 15 and; 
§ 19 Tas... yeveds (rods being substituted); § 21 ymav; § 30 amd; § 38 [nro] 


THE DOCUMENTS. 229 


kat (if this mode of supplying the lacuna in A be correct), where the 
meaning of the words was not obvious (see the note in the addenda); 
§ 4o 6 before témos; § 41: povy; § 44 dvSpes (with the insertion of twes in 
the preceding clause); il. § 7 atrav; ii. § 8 & before tats xepot (with 
other manipulations in the passage which slightly alter the sense); 
ii, § 8 peravolas: and (though much less frequently) the insertion of a 
word; e.g. § 14 tov before doeBH; § 33 ayaBots (but conversely ayafijs is 
absent from C but present in A in § 30); ii. §1 rod before py dvtos; ii. § 8 
é. (jf) Alterations for the sake of an easier grammatical construction 
or a more obvious sense: e.g. § 2 tév wAyotor for rots wAyoiov; § 4 TO 
apocwmov for 7 mpoodmrm; § 15 epefav avrov for éyeicavto aibrov; § 20 ea 
adris for éx’ airyv; ii. § 3 ris ddyfetas boldly substituted for 7 mpos avrov 
on account of the awkwardness; ii. § 9 dmoddByte for drokdBupev. 
(g) The substitution of orthographical or grammatical forms of words, 
either more classical or more usual in the transcriber’s own age: €.g. 
§ 6 éorav for dotéwy, § 15 edAdyou for etAoyoicay, § 38 ctondOonev for 
elo AOopev, § 57 mpoethovro for mpocidavto, §§ 4, 6 ijrov for &jdos, § 13 
ridov for tuos, édcctre for édedire, § 20 dyleov for tyeav, § 33 ayad- - 
Nerar for dyahkAratot, § 37 xparor for xpHrau (but conversely, i. § 6 
xpjoda for xpacGar), § 39 évavrtov for évavrt, § 40 vrepraryn for vrep- 
rét9, § 53 Moo for Moto} (and similarly elsewhere), § 50 Topueta 
for rapeta (rapwa), § 65 (59) émuroOyrov for eruroOyrny, i. § 2 éxxaxdpev 
for éyxaxdpev, ii. § 5 dmoKxrévovtas (sic) for droxrévvovtas, ii. § 7 eioerat 
for rabeirat, ii: § 12 dvo for Svot, dydy for Sijdos. So too éeppiLocev 
éppvcaro, puddoppoet, for eepiLucev, épdcato, puddopoet ; mpaos, Tpaorys, 
for mpais, mpavrys; etc. And again C has commonly <avrod etc. for 
* azod etc., where it is a reflexive pronoun, In many such cases it is 
difficult to pronounce what form Clement himself would have used (see 
pp. 25, 26); but the general tendency of the later Ms is obvious, and 
the scribe of A, being nearer to the age of Clement than the scribe of C 
by about six centuries, has in all doubtful cases a prior claim to atten- 
tion. (4) One other class of variations is numerous; where there is an 
exchange of simple and compound verbs, or of different compounds of 
the same verb. In several cases C is obviously wrong; ¢-§- § 20 mapa- 
Bdoews for wapexBacews, peradidoacw for perarrapadidcacw ; while other 
cases do not speak for themselves, e.g. §°7 emyveyxe far vmnveyxey, § 12 
éxxpeuaon for xpenacn, § 16 Gredbévres for edOovres, § 25,.eyyevvarar for 
yevvarat, § 37 TeAobor for émurehovow, § 43 AKodovOnoar for érnxoAovOyoav, 
§ 55 efédwxay for mapéduxay, ii. § 1 droXaetv for AaBelv, ii. § 12. épw- 
rybes for érepwrn Geis, but the presumption is in favour of the ms which 
is found correct in the crucial instances. (¢) Again there are two or 
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three instances where C substitutes the active voice for the middle; § 8 
agéAere for adédeobe, § 23 emideixvucr for émideixvurar, § 43 eréSecée for 
éredetEaro, and in all these the middle seems to be correct: while con- 
versely in § 38, évtperéoOw the reading of C must be substituted for 
the solcecistic évrpemérw which stands in A. : 

In some passages, where none of these motives can be assigned, 
the variations are greater, and a deliberate change must have been 
made on the one side or the other. In these cases there is frequently 
‘little or no ground for a decision between the two readings from 
internal evidence; e.g. § x mepuordcets for mepirtaces, § 5 épw for dOdvov 
(wpere however épw may be suspected as an alteration made to conform 
to the expression {jAov xal gp just below), § 6 xatéoxawe for xaré- 
orpeper, § 8 Yuxijs for xapdias, § 28 BAaBepds (sic) for puapds, § 35 wovnpiay 
for dvouiav, § 51 dvOpwmrov for Oepdzovra, § 55 Vrouvypata for trodecy- 
vara, But elsewhere the judgment must be given against C; e. g. § 32 
rage. for dof, § 33 mpoeroumdoas for mpodnpuovpyjoas, § 41 mporevyav 
for evxav, § 47. a&yarys for dywys (possibly an accidental change), § 53 
Seororns for Oepdrwv, § 56 Kuptos for Sixatos, ii. § x mrovnpot for wypot, 
li. § 10 dvdwavow, dvdravois, for drédavow, dxéavors: while in no 
such instance is A clearly in the wrong; for I do not regard § 41 evyapic- 
teitw A, evapecteirw C, as an exception. And generally of the variations 
it may be said that (setting aside mere clerical errors, accidental trans- 
positions, and the like) in nine cases out of ten, which are at all deter- 
minable, the palm must be awarded to A’. 

[The above account of the relation of C to A was written before 
the discovery of the Syriac Version ; and it has received the strongest 
confirmation from this latter authority. It will be seen in the sequel 
that in nearly every case which is indeterminable from internal 
evidence S throws its weight into the scale of A.] 

It will be unnecessary to give examples of the usual clerical errors, 
such as omission from homceoteleuton, dropping of letters, and so forth. 
Of these C has not more than its proper share. Generally it may be 
said that this Ms errs in the way of omission rather than of insertion, 
One class of omissions is characteristic and deliberate. The scribe 
becomes impatient of copying out a long quotation, and abridges it, 
sometimes giving only the beginning or the beginning and end, and 
sometimes mutilating it in other ways (see §§ 18, 22, 27, 35, 52). A 


' This estimate of the relative value 19, 1876, p. 99) and of Gebhardt (ed. 2, 
of A and C agrees substantially with those p: xv). Hilgenfeld takes a different view, 
of Harnack (Zheolog. Literaturs., Feb. assigning the superiority to C (ed. 2, p. xx). 
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characteristic feature of this Ms also is the substitution of vpets, vpav, 
etc., for ypeis, ywaov, etc. I say characteristic; because, though the 
confusion of the first and second persons plural of the personal pro- 
noun is a very common phenomenon in most Mss owing to itacism, yet 
in this particular case it is far too frequent and too one-sided to be the 
result of accident. ‘The motive is obvious. When read aloud, the 
appeals in the letter gain in directness by the substitution of the second 
person. 

Instances will be given in the addenda which show how at some 
stage in its pedigree the readings of C have been influenced by the 
uncial characters of a previous ms from which it was derived: see §§ 2, 
21, 32, 40, 43. : 

From the list of contents given above (p. 224) it will have ap 
peared that the interest of this ms does not end with Clement. What 
may be the value of the Doctrina Duodecim Apostolorum remains to 
be seen; but a new authority for the Greek of Barnabas will be a 
great gain, more especially in the earlier part where we are altogether 
dependent on the very corrupt text of &. And, though from the 
order of the Ignatian Epistles and the space occupied by them it is 
clear that this ms gives the Long Recension, yet here again ‘another 
authority, belonging (as we may hope) to a different family from those 
already known, will be a welcome acquisition. The editor promises to 
publish the Barnabas and Ignatius shortly (p. viil). 

But in addition to the absolute gain of this discovery in itself, the 
appearance of the volume which I have been discussing is a happy 
augury for the future in two respects. 

“Tn the first place, when a Ms of this vast importance has been for 
generations unnoticed in a place so public as the official library of a 
great Oriental prelate, a hope of future discoveries in the domain of 
early Christian literature is opened out, in which the most sanguine 
would not have ventured to indulge before. 

Secondly, it is a most cheering sign of the revival of intellectual 
life in the Oriental Church, when in this unexpected quarter an editor 
steps forward, furnished with all the appliances of Western learning, 
and claims recognition from educated Christendom as a citizen in the 
great commonwealth of literature. 
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A FEW months after the results of this important discovery were 
given to the world, a second authority for the complete text of the two 
epistles came unexpectedly to light. 

The sale catalogue of the mss belonging to the late Oriental 
scholar M. Jules Mohl of Paris contained the following entry. 

‘1796. Manuscript syriaque sur parchemin, contenant le N. T. 
(moins l’Apocalypse) d’apres la traduction revue par Thomas d’Héraclée. 
...Entre l’épitre de S. Jude et l’épitre de S. Paul aux Romains, se trouve 
intercalée une traduction syriaque des deux épitres de S. Clément de 
Rome aux Corinthiens.’ 

It was the only Syriac Ms in M. Mohl’s collection. 

The Syndicate of the Cambridge University Library, when they gave 
a commission for its purchase, were not sanguine enough to suppose 
that the entry in the catalogue would prove correct. The spurious 
Epistles on Virginity are found in a copy of the Syriac New Testament 
immediately after the Epistle of S. Jude taken from the Philoxenian 
version (see above, p. 15); and it was therefore concluded that the two 
epistles in question would prove to be these. It seemed incredible 
that such a treasure as a Syriac version of the Epistles to the 
Corinthians, forming part of a well known collection, should have 
escaped the notice of all Oriental scholars in France. It was therefore 
a very pleasant surprise to Mr Bensly, into whose hands the ms first 
came after its purchase, to discover that they were indeed the Epistles 
to the Corinthians. He at once announced this fact in a notice sent 
simultaneously to the Academy and the Atheneum (June 17, 1876), 
and began without delay to prepare for the publication of this version. 

To Mr Bensly’s volume, which will probably appear shortly after my 
own, I must refer my readers for a fuller account of this unique Ms and 
the version which it contains. It will be sufficient here to give those 
facts which are important for my purpose. 

The class mark is now Add. MSS 1700 in the Cambridge Uni- 
versity Library. The ms is parchment, 93 inches by 634, written in 
a current hand ; each page being divided into two columns of from 37 
to 39 lines. It contains the Harclean recension of the Philoxenian 
version of the New Testament; but, like some other mss of this 
recension, without the asterisks, obeli, and marginal readings. The 
books are arranged as follows : 
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1. The Four Gospels. These are followed by a history of the 
Passion compiled from the four Evangelists. 

2. The Acts and Catholic Epistles, followed by the Epistles of 
S. Clement to the Corinthians. 

- 3. The Epistles of S. Paul, including the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
which stands last. 

At the beginning of the volume are three tables of lessons, one for 
each of these three divisions. 

Quite independently of the Clementine Epistles, this volume has the 
highest interest; for it is the only known copy which contains the whole 
of the Philoxenian (Harclean) version, so that the last two chapters of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, with the colophon following them, appear 
here for the first time. 

At the. end of the fourth Gospel is the well-known subscription, 
giving the date of the Philoxenian ‘version A.D. 508, and of the 
Harclean recension A.D. 616; the latter is stated to be based in this 
part of the work on three Mss (see White’s Sacr. Huang. Vers. Syr. 
Philox. pp. 561 sq., 644 sq-, 647, 649 84.5 Adler JVov. Zest. Vers. Syr. 
p. 45 sq.; Catal. Cod. MSS Orient. Brit. Mus.iz. p. 27, no. xix, ,ed. 
Forshall). The history of the Passion, which follows, and which was 
compiled for lectionary purposes, is found also in other mss (see White 
l.c. p. 645, Adler 1. c. p. 63). 

In the second division the colophon which follows the Epistle 
of S. Jude is substantially the same with that of the Oxford Ms given 
by White (Act. Apost. et Epist. 1. p. 274): The Catholic Epistles are 
followed immediately on the same page by the Epistles of Clement, 


‘the Epistle of S. Jude with its colophon ending one column, and the 


First Epistle of Clement beginning the next. This latter is headed : 


acalh sasulos colodrto Chi 
whuiaor has hala sole aren 
The Catholic Epistle of Clement the disciple of Peter the Apostle 
to the Church of the Corinthians. 


At the close is written : , . 

hohadie’s + ssnlor <dusso aT dole 

| saat pa eh tas hal cas 
Here endeth the First Epistle of Clement, that was written by 

him to the Corinthians from Rome. 
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Then follows : 
amshtas hal adidas Wh ols aa cobs 
Of the same the Second Epistle to the Corinthians. 


At the close of the Second Epistle is 
hala .osulor phihs chi hole 
ohLias 
Here endeth the Second Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians. 


This subscription with its illumination ends the first column of a 
page; and the second commences with the introductory matter (the 
capitulations) to the Epistle to the Romans. 


At the close of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and occupying the first 
column of the last page in the volume, is the following statement : 


résule .walaas Kam Soha chsh 
Aaams wan han am raw a adda 
2 ram pedde’ am Ann am sd 
hows rieras Kam [amalducs mw 
sealena peesor Sha dus ecules 
7 0am dpass eam whan 


This book of Paul the Apostle was written and collated from 
that copy which was written in the city of Mabug (Hierapolis) ; 
which also had been collated with (from) a copy that was in Cesarea 
a city of Palestine in the library of the holy Pamphilus, and was 
written in his own handwriting, etc. 


After this follows another colophon, which occupies the last column 
in the Ms, and begins as follows : 


ric rohs ealssar dua an’ eam px Jor 

ressulyy scumsiana 3 CalNian’s eas elisa 
rhasalss as: cosalor ahih AGO : exo 
rsaachs eta eo oimteale oalaas 
eésssina Sines oo dues oilope 
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etn ehuiater> atGen awa) ertisada 
wieto rialas Sms dusSa aM wal. 
et phd = ohatam Whur omiacns 
redusalhss cl wheyia whoi Gaus 
rhs ms whumloha <hasam has 
ahs oot rod W983 SGT Lao Pin 
Mase whan amto’ gos Lica io 
mesthama riiwat meXjoa eudcal ol acs 
Rise imme et maha ot Xano eézain 

OTA cAlsIT MAD 


Now this life-giving book of the Gospel and of the Acts of the Holy 
Apostles’, and the two Epistles of Clement, together with the teach- 
ing of Paul the Apostle, according to the correction of Thomas of 
fTeraclea, received its end and completion in the year one thousand 
Jour hundred and eighty one of the Greeks in the little convent of ~ 
Mar Saliba, which is in the abode of the monks on the Holy Moun- © 
tain of the Blessed City of Edessa. And it was written with great 
diligence and irrepressible love and laudable fervour of faith and at 
the cost of Rabban Basil the chaste monk and pious presbyter, who 
ts called Bar Michael, from the city of Edessa, so that he might 
have it for study and meditation spiritual and useful both of soul 
and of body. And it was written by Sahda the meanest of the monks 
of the same Edessa. 


The remainder of this colophon, which closes the at is 
unimportant. 

The year 1481 of the era of the Seleucidae corresponds to A.D. 1170. 

On the last page of each quire, and on the first page of the following 
quire, but not elsewhere, it is customary in this ms to give in the 
upper margin the title of the book for the time being. This heading, 
in the case of the First Epistle of Clement, is 


1 Under the title ‘Acts’ the writerhere as a designation for the whole division, 
evidently includes the Catholic Epistles. _ comprising the Clementine as well as the 
At the beginning and end of the table of Catholic Epistles. 
lessons for:the second division it is used 
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wtehuiao hala .msulor dusts Sh 
_ The First Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians. 


In the case of the Second Epistle no occasion for any such heading 
arises. 
The Epistles of Clement are divided into lessons continuously with 
the Acts and Catholic Epistles, which constitute the former part of the 
same division. They are as follows: 


g4- 26th Sunday after the Resurrection ; Inscr. “H éxxAnoia x.7.X. 
95- .27th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 10 “ABpacy o ¢idos x.7.A. 
96. 34th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 16 Tarewodpovotvtwy yap 


K.T.A, 
97- 35th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 16 ‘Opare, avdpes aya- — 
wnyrot k.T.X. 


98. 36th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 19 Tév tocovrwy ovv x.t.A. 
99. 37th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 21 Tov Kupsoy ‘Incotv «.7.A. 
100. ‘The Funeral of the Dead; § 26 Méya xat Oavpacroy x.7.A. 
ror. 38th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 30 ‘Ayiov [Ayia] ody pepls 
K.T.X, 
102. 39th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 33 Ti ovv roujowpev «.t.A. « 
103. 28th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 50 Af yeveat r@cau x.t.2. 
104. 29th Sunday after the Resurrection; § 52 “Ampoodejs, adeAdoi, 
K.T.A. 
105. 30th Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 56 BAéwere, dyamytol «.7.X. 
106. 31st Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 59 "Edv 8€ twes x.7.A. 
107. 32nd Sunday after the Resurrection ; § 62 [ept piv tov dvyxdvtwv 
K.7.2, 
108. The Mother of God; ii. § r "A8eAdoi, odrws x.r.A. 
109. 33rd Sunday after the Resurrection ; ii. § 5 “Odev, dSedpot, K.7.d. 
aro, 25th Sunday after the Resurrection; ii. § 19 “Qore, dSeAdol Kat 
adeAdai, k.t.d. 


These rubrics, with the exception of the numbers (94, 95, etc.), are 
imbedded in the text’, and therefore cannot be a later addition. ‘The 
numbers themselves are in, the margin, and written vertically. 

T have been anxious to state carefully all the facts bearing on the 
relation of the Clementine Epistles to the Canonical Books of the New 
Testament in this ms, because some questions of importance are affected 


1 . . 
With the exception of the last rubric, which is itself in the margin, having appa- 
rently been omitted accidentally. 
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by them. As the result of these facts, it will be evident that, so far as 
regards the scribe himself, the Clementine Epistles are put on an absolute 
equality with the Canonical writings. Here for the first time they appear, 
not at the close of the volume, as in A, but with the Catholic Epistles— 
the position which, as I pointed out (p. 12), is required on the 
supposition of perfect canonicity. Moreover no distinction is made 
between them and the Catholic Epistles, so far as regards the lectionary. 
Lastly, the final colophon renders it highly probable that the scribe him- 
self supposed these epistles to have been translated with the rest of the 
New Testament under the direction of Philoxenus and revised by 
Thomas of Heraclea. 

But at the same time it is no less clear that he was mistaken in this 
view. In the first place, while each of the three great divisions of the 
New Testament, the Gospels, the Acts and Catholic Epistles, and the 
Pauline Epistles, has its proper colophon in this ms, describing the 
circumstances. of its translation and revision, the Clementine Epistles 
stand outside these notices, and are wholly unaccounted for. In the 
next place the translation itself betrays a different hand, as will appear 
when I come to state its characteristic features; for the Harcleo- 
Philoxenian version shows no tendency to that unrestrained indulgence 
in periphrasis and gloss which we find frequently in these Syriac Epistles 
of Clement. Thirdly, there is no indication in any other copies, that 
the Epistles of Clement formed a part of the Harcleo- Philoxenian 
version. The force of this consideration however is weakened by the 
paucity of evidence. While we possess not a few Mss of the Gospels 
according to this version, only one other copy of the Acts, Catholic 
Epistles, and Pauline Epistles is known to exist’. Lastly, the table of 
lessons, which is framed so as to include the Clementine Epistles, and 
which therefore has an intimate bearing on the question, seems to be 
unique. There is no lack of Syriac lectionaries and tables of lessons, 
whether connected with the Peshito or with the Philoxenian (Harclean) 
version, and not one, I believe, accords with the arrangement in 
our ms; though on this point it is necessary to. speak with reserve, 
until all the mss have been examined, ‘These facts show that the 


1 This is the Ridley MS, from which e.g. Acts i. 1—10 (Catal. Cod. Syr. Bibl. 
White printed his text, now in the  Bodl. no. 24, p- 79; Payne Smith) James, 
Library of New College, Oxford. It 2 Peter, 1 John (Catal. of Syr. Manusc. 
contains the Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epis- i the Brit. Mus. no. cxxi. p. 76, Wright); 
tles, and Pauline Epistles, as faras Heb. 2 Peter, 2,3 John, Jude, in an Amsterdam 
xi, 27. Separate books however and MS. (see above, p. 15); besides lessons 
portions of books are found elsewhere; scattered about in different lectionaries. 
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Clementine Epistles must have ‘been a later addition to the Harclean 
New Testament, What may have been their history I shall not venture 
to speculate, but leave the question to Mr Bensly for further discussion. 
I will only add that the Syriac quotations from these epistles found 
elsewhere (see above, pp. 185 sq., 200 Sq.) are quite independent of 
this version, and sometimes even imply a different Greek text. This 
fact however does not help us much; for they occur in collections of 
extracts, which we should expect to be translated, wholly or in part, 
directly from the Greek. 

As a rendering of the Greek, this version is (with notable exceptions 
which will be specified hereafter) conscientious and faithful. The trans- 
lator has made it his business to reproduce every word of the original. 
Even the insignificant connecting particle re is faithfully represented by 
gus. The several tenses too are carefully observed, so far as the lan- 
guage admitted: e.g. an imperfect is distinguished from a‘strictly past 
tense. To this accuracy however the capabilities of the Syriac language 
place a limit. Thus it has no means of distinguishing an aorist from a 
perfect (e.g. § 25 reNeurfoavros or TereevtyKOTOS, § 40 pocreraypévors 
Or mpoorayeior), or a future tense from a conjunctive mood (e.g. § 16 ré 
moujoouev or ti roujowuev), And again in the infinitive and conjunc- 
tive moods it is powerless to express the several tenses (e.g. § 1 BAac- 
pypnOjvar and Brardyucicbau, § 13 ornpi{epev and orypigwpev). 

So far it is trustworthy. But on the other hand, it has some. charac- 
teristics which detract from its value as an authority for the Greek text, 
and for which allowance must be made. 

(i) It has a tendency to run into paraphrase in the translation of 
individual words and expressions. This tendency most commonly takes 
the form of double renderings for a word, more especially in the case of 
compounds. Examples of this phenomenon are: § 1 TEepiTTUces 
lapsus et damna; 86 rabotcar patientes et tolerantes ; § 15 pO’ vroxpt- 
Tews Cum assumptione personarum et illusione; § 19 €xavadpapopey curs 
ramus denuo (et) revertamus, arevicwpev videamus et contemplemur ; § 20 
tov Seoyparicpévov ix’ adbrod que visa sunt Deo e decreta sunt ab illo, 
mapexBaiver exit aut transgreditur, Svérakev mandavit et ordinavit ; § 25 
mapadokov sloriosum et stupendum, avatpepopevos nutritus et adultus, yev- 
vatos fortis et firmus § 27 avalwrupnodrw inflammetur denuo et re- 
novetur; § 30 Op0votay consensum et paritatem animé ; § 34 Tapeyevovs 
solutos et laxos, Karavonowpev contemplemur et videamus ; § 44 &Aoyinov 
peritorum et sapientium (a misunderstanding of €\Abyytos, which is re- 
peed m § 62); § so gavepwOjcovrat revelabuntur et cognoscentur ; 
§ 58 traxovowper audiamus ef respondeamus ; § 59 apxeydvov caput (prin- 
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cipium) et creatorem; ii. § 2 0 dads nua congregatio nostra et populus, 
ornpi€ew sustentaret et stabiliret, § 4 dwoBarda educam et projiciam foras ; 
§ 11 avonrou stulti et expertes mente; § 13 peravojoavres ex Wuxijs 
revertentes et ex corde penitentes (comp. § 15), Oavpalovow obstupescunt 
et admirantur; § 14 avdevrixov ideam et veritatem; § 18 tav evyapic- 
Touvrwv corum gui confitentur et accipiunt gratiam (gratias agunt) ; 
§ 19 dyavaxtamey cruciemur et murmuremus,; with.many. others. Some- 
times however the love of paraphrase transgresses these limits and 
runs into great excesses: e.g. § 21 po) Aurorakrely yuas aro Tod 
OeAjparos avrod ne rebellantes et deserentes ordinem faciamus aliquid 
extra voluntatem jus; § 53 avumepBdAytov exaltatae et super quam non est 
transire; § 55 modXdot Bacirels Kat yyovpevor NowpeKod Tivos evoTavTos 
Katpod multt reges et magnates de principibus populorum. siquando tempus 
afftictionis aut famis alicujus instaret populo; ii. § 3 mapaxodew abrod rav 
evtoAav negligemus et spernemus mandata ejus dum remisse agimus neque 
Jacimus ea (comp. § 6, where éav rapaxovoupey trav évrohGv adrov is 
translated sz avertimus auditum nostrum a mandatis efus et spernimus ea); 
with many other instances besides. 

(i) The characteristic which has been mentioned arose from the 
desire to do full justice to the Greek. The peculiarity, of which I have 
now to speak, is a concession to the demands of the Syriac. The trans- 
lation not unfrequently transposes the order of words connected toge- 
ther: e.g. § 30 rarewodpocivy Kat mpairys; § 36 dpwpov Kab dmepraryy, 
dotveros Kal éoxorwuévy. This transposition is most commonly found 
where the first word is incapable of a simple rendering in Syriac, so that 
several words are required in the translation, and it is advisable therefore 
to ‘throw it to the end in order to avoid an ambiguous or confused, 
syntax (the Syriac having no case-endings). Thus in the instances, 
Ziven tazevodpootvy is humilitas cogitationis, and dpwpos, doiveros, are 
respectively gue sine labe, que sine intellectu. Where no such reason for 
a transposition exists, it may be inferred that the variation represents a 
different order in the Greek: e.g. § 12 6 tpdpos kat 6 pdfos, § 18 Ta 
xeiAy...kal 70 ordpa, ii, § 15 dydmys Kal mlorews, ii. § 17 mpoogyew Kal 
muorevety. Sometimes this transposition occurs in conjunction with a 
double or periphrastic rendering, and a very considerable departure 
from the Greek is thus produced: e.g. § 19 tals peyadompeméot kal vrep- 
BarAovoas avrod Swpeats donis efus abundantibus et excelsis et magnis 
decore; § 64 (58) ro peyadorperts Kal dyiov dvoma avrod nomen efus sane- 
tum et decens in magnitudine et gloriosum. 

To the demands of the language also must be ascribed the constant 
_tepetition of the preposition before several connected nouns in the 
16—2 
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Syriac, where it occurs only before the first in the Greek. The absence 
of case-endings suggested this repetition for the sake of distinctness. 

In using the Syriac Version as an authority for the Greek text, these 
facts must be borne in mind. In recording its readings therefore all 
such variations as arise from the exigencies of translation or the pecu- 
liarities of this particular version will be passed over as valueless for my 
purpose. Nor again will it be necessary to mention cases where the 
divergence arises simply from the pointing of the Syriac, the form of the 
letters being the same: as e.g. the insertion or omission of the sign of 
the plural, rzbwz. A more remarkable example is § 39, where we have 


Ras Zywv in place of Ra waiSwv. Experience shows that 
even the best Syriac mss cannot be trusted in the matter of pointing. 
In all cases where there is any degree of likelihood that the divergence 
in the Syriac represents a different reading, the variation will be men- 
tioned, but not otherwise. Throughout the greater part of the epistles, 
where we have two distinct authorities (A and C) besides, these instances 
will be very rare. In the newly recovered portion on the other hand, 
where A fails us, they are necessarily more frequent; and here I have 
been careful to record any case which is at all doubtful. 

Passing from the version itself to the Greek text, on which it was 
founded, we observe the following facts : 

(i) It most frequently coincides with A, where A differs from Kirn 
The following are some of the more significant examples in the 
genuine Epistle: § 1 yyiv...reperrices A S, xa?” qpudv...repurtdceis 
C; § 2 ocias AS, Oelas C3 78. per’ éXeods (cAaovs) AS, wera Séovs Cc; 
tb. oeBacpiw AS, ocBacpiwtdary C; § 4 Bactréus *IopanyA AS, om. 
C3 §5 Odvov AS, ow C; § 6 xareotpepev AS, xaréoxave C3; § 7 
ev yap AS, cat ydp & C; §8 tudv AS, tod daod pou C; §Qg did Ts 
Actovpyias AS, ev rp Aetoupyia C; § 10 73 cd AS, om. C 3 § 13 ws 
kpivere k.t.., where AS preserve the same order of the clauses against 
C 3 § 14 épw AS (so doubtless S originally, but it is made épes by the 
diacritic points), atpéres C ; § 15 eedoarro AS, eveEav C3 § 19 Tas po 
ypav yeveds Bedriovs AS, rods xpd Mpav Bedriovs C; § 23 T™pOTov piv 
pvdXopoet AS, om. C; § 25 érurrds AS, om. C ; § 28 yuapds AS, BAa- 
Bepés C; id, exet 9 Sefid cov AS, od exet PC 3 § 30 dad Tod Oecd AS, rod 
Gcod C; zt. dyads AS, om. C; 2. Sxd 10d @cod AS, om. C; § 32 ddén 
AS, tage C 5 § 33 moujownev AS, cpoduev C3 § 34% xrlows AS, yn c. 
§ 35 0 Snusovpyds Kat marnp «7.4. AS, where C has a different order ; 
ib. ta ebdpeota Kat ebmpdadexra ait® AS, rd dyabe Kat eddpeora avT@ Kat 
ebmpdaSexra C3; § 39 ddpoves cat aovverou K.7.d, AS, where C transposes 
and omits words ; § 43 airds AS, airds C; § 47 abrod [re] cal Knda 
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x.7.\., where the order of the names is the same in AS, but different in 
C; 2b. pepaprupnpevors...dedoxtpacpéry map’ atrots AS, deSoxtpacpévors... 
pepaptupnévy rap aitav C3 7. aywyis AS, aydans C; § 51 Oepdrovra 
Tod Ocod AS, dvOpwrov rot Ocod C ; 2b, Aiyimrov AS, aitod C; § 53 
Oeparwv AS, Seordrns C; § 55 wrodetypara AS, tropyypara C: § 56 
dikatos AS, Kupwos C; § 65 (59) Kal dv adrod AS, 8¢ airod C. The so- 
called Second Epistle furnishes the following examples among others: 
§ x aypot AS, wovypot C; § 3 Kal ov rpooxvvotpev adrots AS, om. C; id. 
9 pos abrov AS, for which C substitutes ris adnOeias; § 9 wvedpa AS, 
Aoyos C (see p. 227) ; § 10 aroAavow, dmdAavors AS, avaravew, avéravots 
C; § 11 pera tatra AS, ira C. 

(ii) On the other hand there are some passages, though com- 
paratively few, in which S agrees with C against A. Examples 
of these are: § 2 tod Xpiorod CS, rod @eod A; § 3 Tis Kap- 
dias abrod CS, om. A; § 4 apxovta Kat Suacryv CS, kpuryv } &- 
kaotnv A; § 8 yrxns CS, xapdias A; § 12 9 érideyouery mépvy CS, 
9 wopvyn A; 2b. thv yhv CS, ryv [wol\w A; 72d, dtt...nat CS, om. A; 
§ 15 dia rotro CS, om. A; § 21 ovyys CS, dovys A; tb, avaipet CS, 
avedet A ; § 22 rov dé émri€ovra CS, rods Sé éAmiLovras A; § 25 éyyevvarar 
CS, yevvarat A; § 33 mpoeroiudoas CS, rpodnptovpynoas A; § 34 more- 
ovras, CS, om. A; i.a dpOadApcs CS, ofGarmos A; 2b. Kvpios CS, om. A ; 
ib. dyaraow CS, tropevovow A; § 35 dia oroparos CS, éxt ordparos A; 
§ 38 ryedcirw CS, where A has pytppedetrw; 2. the words [#rw] Kat 
omitted in CS, but found in A; § 40 dédorar CS, déderar A; § 41 etapec- 
teitw CS, evxapioteitw A; § 52 Aiyizte CS, yi Aiyirrov A; § 56 edaov 
CS, @\eos (cAatos) A. In the Second Epistle the examples of importance 
are very few: e.g. § 8 moujoyn (rouj) oxedos tails xepoiv avtod Kal dia- 
atpapy CS, mouj oxevos Kal év tais xepalv avrod duactpadp A; 20. do-~ 
haByre CS, aroraBopev A, 

Of these readings, in which CS are arrayed together against A, it 
will be seen that some condemn themselves by their harmonistic 
tendency (§§ 4, 22, 34, 35); others are suspicious as doctrinal changes 
(§ 12 émAeyouevn) ; others are grammatical emendations of corrupt texts 
(§ 38), or substitutions of easier for harder expressions (§ 12 6rt...xat, 
21 dvatpet);. others are clerical errors, either certainly (§ 40) or pro- 
bably (§ 41) : while in the case of a few others it would be difficult from 
internal evidence to give the preference to one reading over the other 
(S§ 25, 33, 52). There are only three places, I think, in the above list, in 
which it can be said that CS are certainly right against A. In two of 
these (§§ 3, 34 morevovras) some words have been accidentally omitted 
in A; while the third (§ 21 otyjs for dwv7s) admits no such explanation. 
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(iil) The independence of S, as a witness, will have appeared 
from the facts already stated. But it will be still more manifest 
from another class of examples, where S stands alone and either cer- 
tainly or probably or possibly preserves the right reading, though 
in some cases at least no ingenuity of the transcriber could have 
supplied it. Such instances are: § 7 7G warpi avrod, where C has ro 
warp avrod 7$ @ep, and A apparently 76 @cd [kal warp]t avrod; § 15 
where S supplies the words omitted by homeeoteleuton in AC, but in a 
way which no editor has anticipated; § 18 éAafp for édéer (cdater), but 
this is perhaps a scribe’s correction ; § 22 woAXal af OAtbers KT. supplied 
in S, but omitted by AC because two successive sentences begin with 
the same words: § 35 dud wiorews S, where A has riorews and C mords 
§ 36 «is 70 pus where AC insert Oavpaorov [avrod] in accordance with 
I Pet. i. 9; § 43 woatrws Kat rds Otpas, where AC read faBSous to the 
injury of the sense, and some editors emend dcavrws us xat rds paBSous, 
still leaving a very awkward statement ; § 46 réAcuds (oAen02) te, where 
S adds xat axa, an addition which the connecting particles seem to 
suggest, though it may have come from James iv. 1; 7. &va rv éxAexray 
pov diacrpépar, where AC have éva réy puxpadv pov oxavdadioat, though 
(for reasons which I have stated in the addenda) I cannot doubt that 
S preserves the original reading ; § 48 iva...é€ouo\oynowpat, where A has 
efopooynowper (without iva) and C €Somooyyjoopat ; ii § 1 of dxovovres as 
mept puxpdv [duaptdvovow, Kal yucis] duaprdvoxey, where the words in 
brackets are omitted in AC owing to the same cause which has led 
to the omissions in §§ 15, 22; ii § 3, where S.alone omits évdémoy TOV 
avOpsrwv and pov, which are probably harmonistic additions in ACs 
ii § 7 Oéwper, where AC have the corrupt Oduev. These facts show that 
we must go farther back than the common progenitor of A and C for the 
archetype of our three authorities. 

But beside these independent readings S exhibits other peculiarities, 
which are not to its credit. 

(i) The Greek text, from which the translation was made, must 
have been disfigured by not a few errors; e. g- § 2 éxovres for dxovtes, 
(iq for idia ; § 8 eimay for elrov; § 9 redelous for TeAclws 3 § 11 Kpiow (?) 
for kohacw; § 14 Oelov (dc1I0n) for Sovoy (oclon) ; § 17 areviow (?) for 
arevi~wy ; § 20 Sixaudoer for Svoixnoet, Sid for dixa, dvewol te orabuav (?) 
for dvépwv te craOmol, cvAdypWeus (?) for ovvedevorets 3 § 21 Oeiws (Gelac) for 
oatws (ociac) 3 § 24 Kowmarat vuKrds dvécrarat neépas (?) for koudrar o) vdé 
avistatat 7 n¢pa, Eqpadv Stadverar for Enpad Kal youve Siarverar; § 33 €kot- 
pjOnoay for éxoopiOnoav; § 35 dwomlrrovra for Umemimrey (vrorirret). ravra 
(some letters having dropped out); § 36 dd tofro for SiG Tovrou Several 
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times, Oavarov for THs dOavdrov (the ris having been absorbed in the 
termination of the preceding 8eordrys) ; § 37 trapyou (?) for érapxor; 
§ 39 Kabaupérns (?) for kabapds, érecov abrod for érauwer adrovs 3 § 40 idious 
Tomots for idvos[o|rémos; § 42 Kevds for Kawds; § 45 puapav, adikwv for 
puapoy, adicov ; § 50 ei ux add. év aydmy from just below 3 § 51 O€ éavrav 
omitted, thus blending the two sentences together; § 59 avOparwv 
(avwv) for éOvav, eiperny for edepyérny, émiatpapyOt for émupavnOr, acbe- 
veis (?) for doeBeis; § 60 xpyords for murds; § 62 n Ov dv for 7d.ov, 
dec pév for qdeev; ii. § 2 ta mpos inserted before tds Tpowevyas 
(tampoctactpoc-) ; § 5 mapoupiay for waporxiay, roujoay (?) for roujoarras ; 
§ 6 ovrox for [oi rorlotroe [Sicacor], the letters in brackets having been 
omitted ; § 9 €MGe (7AGe) for ed[edoeo]He, again by the dropping of some 
letters ; § 10 rpoddrny for mpoodourdpov, perhaps owing to a similar muti- 
lation; § 11 motevowpey Sid To Seiv for Sovrctowpey Sid Tod pu}; § 16 
matépa dexduevov for mapadexopevov (ma for Trapa-) ; § 17 mpocevyopevor 
for rpocepxopevor (?), eiddres for iddvres ; § 19 tpudyoovew for tpvyncovow. 
There are occasionally also omissions, owing to the recurrence of the 
same sequence of letters, homceoteleuton, etc. : e.g. § 12 kal édaiLovow (?), 
§ 14 of 5€ wapavopotvtes K.7.d., § 58 Kal mpootdéypara, § 59 Tods TameLvods 
eXénoor, ii. 6 Kal POopav; but this is not a common form of error in S. 
(ii) Again S freely introduces glosses and explanations. These 
may have been derived from the Greek ms used, or they may have been 
introduced by the translator himself. They are numerous, and the 
following will serve as examples: § 10 rovs dorépas, add. rod otpavod ; 
§ 19 Tod @eod for avrod, God not having been mentioned before in the 
same sentence; § 25 tod xpovov, add. THs Cwis; 7b. ot tepets explained of 
tis Aiyinrov ; § 42 wapayyeXlas obv AaPdvres, add. of drdaroXo ; § 43 TGV 
vray, add. macdv rod “Iopayd ; § 44 TH avadvow, add. ryv évOevde; § 51 
PoBov, add. rod Ocod ; § 62 tdrov, add. rHs ypadys ; § 63 papov, add. cat 
oxavdaAov ; ii § 6 avaravow, add. ryv éxet; 7b, 70 Bawriopa, add. o €AaBo- 
pev; § 8 Barely, followed by a long explanatory gloss ; 2b. eojrodoyyoac- 
Oat, add. wept rav apapridy ; § 9 éxadecev, add. dy ev TH capki; § 12 vrd 
twos, add. trav aroordAwy ; § 13 To ovoya, add. rod Kvupfov in one place and 
Tod Xpiorod in another ; § 14 ék THs ypapys THs Aeyovoys, altered into ex 
dis de quibus scriptum est; ib. ra BiBdia, add. tév mpopytay ; 7b. 6 Incots 
nav, an explanatory clause added; § 17 écovra, add. év dyadAuace ; 
§ 19 Tov avaywookovra év ypiv, add. ta Noyta (or Tos Adyous) Tov Ocod. 
(iii) Again: we see the hand of an emender where the original text 
seemed unsatisfactory or had been already corrupted ; e.g.§ 14 é&elyryoa 
Tov Torov «.T.A., altered to agree with the Lxx; § 16 THs peyadAwourys 
omitted; 2, mdvras avOpwrous substituted for ro «tdos trav avOpuruv, 
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in accordance with another reading of the Lxx; $17 xaxod changed 
into rovnpod mpdyparos, in accordance with the Lxx; § 20 ra substituted 
for rovs...uafous, the metaphor not being understood by or not pleasing 
the corrector; § 21 70d dBov omitted ; § 30 “Ayia substituted for ‘Ayiov, 
the latter not being understood ; § 33 xara diavorav omitted for the same 
reason ; §35 oe omitted, and tas auaprias cov substituted, in accordance 
with a more intelligible but false text of the Lxx; § 38 the omission of 
pa} before typedeirw, and of [rw] al before px} ddaLovevécbw (see above 
p. 228 sq.); § 40 the omission of émredXcio Oar Kal (see p. 245); § 44 emt 
doxipayv, an emendation of the corrupt émSoujv; § 45 Tév pu) avnxdvtwr, 
the insertion of the negative (see the addenda); 7d. the insertion of 
adda before vo wapayéuev and td rév puapov (mapdv) «.7.A., for 
the sake of symmetry; § 59 the alteration of pronouns and the in- 
sertion of words at the beginning of the prayer, so as to mend a 
mutilated text (see below p. 246) ; § 62 the omission of es before évape- 
tov Biov, and other changes, for the same reason ; ii § 3 éretra 88 Ste sub- 
stituted for ddAa, to supply an antithesis to rpdrov pe; § 4 ayarav [Tovs 
tAyoiov ws] éavrovs, the words in brackets being inserted because the 
reciprocal sense of éavrovs was overlooked ; § 12 adrod for rod @eod, 
because rod @eot has occurred immediately before ; § 13 the substitution 
of nuds...X€yopev for iuds...Bovouas, from not understanding that the 
words are put into the mouth of God Himself; § 14 the omission of ort, 
to mend a mutilated text; § 17 the omission of éy 7 “Incod owing 
to its awkwardness, 

There are also from time to time other insertions, omissions, and 
alterations in S, which cannot be classed under any of these heads. The 
doxologies more especially are tampered with. 

In such cases, it is not always easy to say whether the emenda- 
tion or gloss was due to the Syrian translator himself, or to some earlier 
Greek transcriber or reader. In one instance at all events the gloss 
distinctly proceeds from the Syrian translator, or a Syrian scribe: § 1, 
where the Greek word ordats is adopted with the explanation hoe autem 
est tumultus. This one example suggests that a Syrian hand may have 
been at work more largely elsewhere. 


THE inferences which I draw from the above facts are the following : 


(1) In A, C, S, we have three distinct authorities for the text. 
Each has its characteristic errors, and each preserves the genuine text in 
some passages, where the other two are corrupt. 

(2) The stream must be traced back to a very remote antiquity 
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before we arrive at the common progenitor of our three authorities, 
This follows from their mutual relations. 

(3) Of our three authorities A (if we set aside merely clerical errors, 
in which it abounds) is by far the most trustworthy. The instances are 
very rare (probably not one in ten), where it stands alone against the 
combined force of CS. Even in these instances internal considerations 
frequently show that its reading must be accepted notwithstanding. 

Its vast superiority is further shown by the entire absence of what 
I may call ¢ertiary readings, while both C and S furnish many examples 
of these. Such are the following. In § 8 (1) d:eheyyOaper the original 
reading ; (2) [dcJeAcxOdpev A, its corruption; (3) duadexOdpev CS, the 
corruption emended. In § 15 (1) *AAaAa «.7.d. S, the full text; (2) 
some words omitted owing to homeeoteleuton, A; (3) the grammar of 
the text thus mutilated has been patched up in C by substituting yAdooa 
for yAdoooy, and making other changes. In § 21 (1) eis xpiya maow 
npiv A; (2) es xpivara odv yyiv C, an accidental corruption; (3) «is 
kpipara (or kpiva) ypiv S, the ov being discarded as superfluous. In 
§ 30 “Ayo ovy pepts A; (2) “Ayia otv pepis S, a corruption or emenda- 
tion; (3) “Aywa otv pépy C, a still further corruption or emendation. 
In § 35 (1) the original reading dia miorews S; (2) miorews A, the 
preposition being accidentally dropped ; (3) the emendation mords C. 
In § 38 (1) py arnpedciro, the original reading ; (2) a») rnwedeirw (written 
apparently pytypedetrw) A, the a being accidentally dropped; (3) tnpe- 
Aeirw CS, the py being omitted to restore the balance, because the words 
now gave the opposite sense to that which was required. In § 39 érawev 
avrovds C, or érecev airovs, as by a common itacism it is written in A; 
(2) éreoev adrod, the final o being lost in the initial o of the following 
antes; (3) recov adrov S, a necessary emendation, since a plurality of 
persons is mentioned in the context. In § 4o (1) ésipedas emiredcto Oar 
Kat ovk €ixp...yiverOar, presumably the original text ; (2) émredeto Bar cat 
ovn eixy...yiverOar AC, the word émipedds being accidentally omitted 
owing to the similar beginnings of successive words; (3) ovK eiky... 
yivecOar S, the words émireheioPar kai being deliberately dropped, be- 
cause they have now become meaningless. In § 44 (1) the original 
reading, presumably émiovyy; (2) the first corruption érwopyv A; (3) 
the second corruption émdouyv C ; (4) the correction ért Soxyuyv S. In 
§ 45 (1) the original reading rav puapdv Kat adicoy Lpdov averndédruv C ; 
(2) rév puapdv Kal ddicov Lpdov dveAnpdrov A, an accidental error ; 
(3) tav puapdv Kat ddikwv Lidov aveAnpdrwv S, where the error is con- 
sistently followed up. In § 48 (1) iva civeAOov...€fopodoyycwpos S with 
Clem. Alex.; (2) ciceAOav...efoporoyjoupat A, wa being accidentally 
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dropped ; (3) eiveAOuv...€£opodoyyoowar C, an emendation suggested by 
the omission. In § 59, where A is wanting, (1) the original text, pre- 
sumably ovoparos avrod. [Ads yyiv, Kupre,] edailew ért 10...dvoud cov 
x.t.4.; (2) the words in brackets are dropped out and the connexion 
then becomes éxaAecev npas...cis emiyywow SdEns dvoparos abrod, edmilew 
emt 70...0voud gov, as in C, where the sudden transition from the third 
to the second person is not accounted for; (3) this is remedied in S 
by substituting avrod for cov and making similar alterations for several 
lines, till at length by inserting the words ‘we wil/ say’ a transition to 
the second person is effected. In § 62 in like manner (z) the original 
text had presumably eis évdperov Biov...SvevOdverv [mv zopeiav airay] ; 
(2) the words in brackets were omitted, as in C; (3) a still further 
omission of «is was made, in order to supply an objective case to 
duevdvvey, as in S. In ii. § x (x) rotov ot C; (2) wovovy A, a corruption ; 
(3) wotov S. In ii. § 14 (x) the original reading, presumably ore ta 
BiBria...77v éxxhynoiav ob viv eva...[héyovow, 57Aov]; (2) the words in 
brackets are accidentally omitted, as in C; (3) this necessitates further 
omission and insertion to set the grammar straight, asin S, In some of 
these examples my interpretation of the facts may be disputed ; but the 
general inference, if I mistake not, is unquestionable. 

The scribe of A was no mean penman, but he put no mind into his 
work, Hence in his case, we are spared that bane of ancient texts, the 
spurious criticism of transcribers. With the exception of one or two 
harmonistic changes in quotations, the single instance wearing the 
appearance of a deliberate alteration, which I have noticed in A, is 
THs ovis for ris ovyys (§ 21); and even this might have been made 
almost mechanically, as the words ro émtexts THs yAwoons occur im- 
mediately before. 

(4) Of the two inferior authorities S is much more valuable than C 
for correcting A. While C alone corrects A in one passage only of any 
moment (§ 2 pera Séovs for per édéous), S alone corrects it in several, 
In itself S is both better and worse than C. It is made up of two 
elements, one very ancient and good, the other debased and probably 
recent: whereas C preserves a fairly uniform standard throughout. 

(5) From the fact that A shares both genuine and corrupt readings 
with C, C with S, and S with A, which are not found in the third authority, 
it follows that one or more of our three authorities must give a mixed 
text. It cannot have been derived by simple transcription from the 
archetype in a direct line, but at some point or other a scribe must 
have introduced readings of collateral authorities, either from memory 
or by reference to Mss, This phenomenon we find on the largest scale in 
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the Greek Testament ; but, wherever it occurs, it mpbes a considerable 
circulation of the writing in question, 

(6) We have now materials for restoring the original text of Clement 
very much better than in the case of any ancient Greek author, ex- 
cept the writers of the New Testament. For instance the text of a 
great part of Aischylus depends practically on one ms of the roth or 
11th century; ie. on a single authority dating some fifteen centuries 
after the tragedies were written. The oldest extant authority for Clement 
on the other hand was written probably within three centuries and 
‘a half after the work itself; and we have besides two other independent 
authorities preserving more or less of an ancient text. The youngest of 
these is many centuries nearer to the author's date, than this single 
authority. for the text of AZschylus. Thus the security which this com- 
.bination gives for the correctness of the ultimate result is incomparably 
greater than in the example alleged. Where authorities are multiplied, 
variations will be multiplied also; but it is only so that the final result 
can be guaranteed, 

(7) . Looking at the dates and relations of our authorities we may 
be tolerably sure that, when we have reached their archetype, we have 
arrived at a text which dates not later, or not much later, than the 
close of the second century. On the other hand it can hardly have been 
much earlier. For the phenomena of the text are the same in both 
epistles ; and it follows therefore, that in this archetypal ms the so-called 
Second Epistle must have been already attached to the genuine Epistle 
of Clement, though not necessarily ascribed to him. 

(8) But, though thus early, it does not follow that this text was in 
all points correct. Some errors may have crept in already and existed 
in this archetype, though these would probably not be numerous; 3 eg. 
it is allowed that there is something wrong in ii. §10 ob« éo7rw evpetv 
avOpwrov oirwes k.7.A._ Among such errors I should be disposed to place 
§6 Aavaides kal Aipxa, § 20 xpiuara, § 40 the omission of érimeAds before 
erirehetoOan, § 44 exwopyy, § §1 Sud twos Tadv Tod dvtuKetwévov, and perhaps 
also § 48 the omission of 7rw yopyds (since the passage is twice quoted 
with these words by Clement of Alexandria), together with.a few other 
passages. 

And it would seem also that this text had already undergone slight 
mutilations. At the end of the First Epistle we find at least three 
passages where the grammar is defective in C, and seems to require the 
insertion of some words; § 59 ovéuaros avrod...<dmifew éxl 76 dpxéyovov 
KT... § 60 év riot Kal ahyfein...va_Kdous yevopevous, § 62 Stkaiws SuevOv- 
vew...ikavas éweoteiAawev.  Bryennios saw, as I think correctly, that in 
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all these places this faulty grammar was due to accidental omissions. 
Subsequent editors have gone on another tack; they have attempted 
to justify the grammar, or to set it straight by emendations of individual 
words. But, to say nothing of the abrupt transitions which still remain 
in the text so emended, the fresh evidence of S distinctly confirms the 
view of Bryennios; for it shows that these same omissions occurred 
in a previous Ms from which the text of S was derived, though in S 
itself the passages have undergone some manipulations. These lacunz 
therefore must have existed in the common archetype of C and S. And 
I think that a highly probable explanation of them can be given. I find 
that the interval between the omissions § 59, § 60, is 35} or 36 lines in 
Gebhardt (373 in Hilgenfeld), while the interval between the omissions 
§ 60, § 62 is 18 lines in Gebhardt (19 in Hilgenfeld). Thus the one 
interval is exactly twice the other. This points to the solution. The 
archetypal Ms comprised from 17:to 18 lines of Gebhardt’s text in a 
page. It was slightly frayed or mutilated at the bottom of some pages 
(though not all) towards the end of the epistle, so that words had 
disappeared or were illegible. Whether these same omissions occurred 
also in A, it is impossible to say; but, judging from the general relations 
of the three authorities and from another lacuna (ii. § 10 ovk éorw evpeiv 
avOpwrov oitives x...) where the same words or letters are wanting in all 
alike, we may infer that they did so occur. Other lacunze (e.g. li. § 14 
aAAd dvwfey x.7.X.) may perhaps be explained in a similar way. 
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HE discovery of the documents which I have described must 

necessarily have the highest interest for students of early Chris- 
tian history. Independently of the absolute value of the contents of 
these newly recovered portions in themselves, no such addition has been 
made to our knowledge of the earliest Christian literature for the last 
two centuries. The later decades of the first half of the seventeenth 
century were rich in acquisitions of this kind. The two Epistles of ' 
Clement were first published in 1633; the Ignatian Epistles in their | 
earlier and more authentic form in Latin by Ussher in 1644, in Greek | 
by Voss in 1646 ; the Epistle of Barnabas by Menard in 1645. From / 
that time to the present generation some accessions have been made 
to the literature of the subapostolic ages, but these have been incon- 
siderable compared with the treasure thus accumulated within a few 
years towards the middle of the seventeenth century. 

Like the period just mentioned, the last thirty years have been 
rich in discoveries. During this time we have seen the publication 
of the work of Hippolytus on Heresies by E. Miller in 18 51, which has 
thrown a flood of light on the history of the Church and the reception 
of the Canon during the second century and the early years of the 
third; of the Syriac Ignatius by Cureton in 1845, and more fully in 
1849, which (even though it should ultimately be accepted only as an 
abridgment of the original text) is yet of the highest value for the 
criticism of this early writer; of the lost ending of the Clementine 
Homilies by Dressel in 1853, of which the chief interest consists in 
the indisputable quotations from the Gospel of S. John; of the Syriac 
Fragments of Melito and other early Christian writers by Cureton 
in 1855; of the Codex Lipsiensis and the accompanying transcript 
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by Anger in 1856, and the Codex Sinaiticus by Tischendorf in 
,1862, thus giving for the first time the beginning of the Epistle of 
/ Barnabas and the greater part of the Shepherd of Hermas in the 
(original Greek ; and now at length, in 1875, of the two Epistles of 
Clement complete by Bryennios, since supplemented by the discovery 
of a Syriac Version of the same. 

Among all these recent acquisitions the last is unique. In point 
of historical importance indeed it must yield the palm to the work of 
Hippolytus. But the recovery of only a few pages of Christian litera- 
ture which certainly belong to the first century, together with several 
others which can hardly be placed later than about the middle of the 
second, must in the paucity of documents dating from this period 
invest it with the highest interest. Under these circumstances, it is 
not unnatural that we should endeavour to estimate the gain which 
has accrued to us from the accession of this treasure. 


The newly recovered portion of the first or genuine Epistle of 
_ Clement consists, as I have said (p. 223), of about one-tenth of the 
‘whole. It stands immediately before the final prayer, commendation of 
the bearers, and benediction, which form the two brief chapters at 
the close of the epistle. It contains an earnest entreaty to the Co- 
rinthians to obey the injunctions contained in the letter and to heal 
their unhappy schisms; an elaborate prayer which extends over three 
long chapters, commencing with an invocation and ending with an 
intercession for rulers and governors; and then another appeal of some 
length to the Corinthians, justifying the language of the letter and 
denouncing the sin of disobedience. The subject is not such as to 
admit of much historical matter; but the gain to our knowledge not- 
withstanding is not inconsiderable. 

1. In the first place we are enabled to understand more fully the 
secret of Papal domination. ‘This letter, it must be premised, does 
not emanate from the bishop of Rome, but from the Church of Rome. 
There is every reason to believe the early tradition which points to 
S. Clement as its author, and yet he is not once named. The first 
person plural is maintained throughout, ‘We consider,’ ‘We have sent.’ 
Accordingly writers of the second century speak of it as a letter from the 
community, not from the individual. Thus Dionysius, bishop of Corinth, 
writing to the Romans about a D. 170, refers to it as the epistle ‘ which 
you wrote to us by Clement (Euseb. 4 Z. iv. 23)’: and Irenzeus soon 
afterwards similarly describes it; ‘In the time of this Clement, no small 
dissension having arisen among the brethren in Corinth, the Church 
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in Rome sent a very sufficient letter to the Corinthians urging them 
to peace (iii. 3. 3).’ Even later than this, Clement of Alexandria calls 
it in one passage ‘the Epistle of the Romans to the Corinthians’ 
(Strom. v. 12, p. 693), though elsewhere he ascribes it to Clement. 
Still it might have been expected that somewhere towards the close 
mention would have been made (though in the third person) of the 
famous man who was at once the actual writer of the letter and the 
chief ruler of the Church in whose name it was written. Now how- 
ever that we possess the work complete, we see that his existence is 
not once hinted at from beginning to end. The name and personality 
of Clement are absorbed in the Church of which he is the spokesman. 
This being so, it is the more instructive to observe the urgent and 
almost imperious tone which the Romans adopt in addressing their 
Corinthian brethren during the closing years of the first century. They 
exhort the offenders to submit ‘not to them, but to the will of God’ 
_ {§ 56). ‘Receive our counsel,’ they write again, ‘and ye shall have no 
occasion of regret’ (§ 58). Then shortly afterwards: ‘But if certain per- 
sons should be disobedient unto the words spoken by Him (i.e. by God) 
through us, let them understand that they will entangle themselves in no 
slight transgression and danger, but we shall be guiltless of this sin’ (§ 59). 
At a later point again they return to the subject and use still stronger 
language ; ‘Ye will give us great joy and gladness, if ye render obedience 
unto the things written by us through the Holy Spirit, and root out 
the unrighteous anger of your jealousy, according to the entreaty which 
we have made for peace and concord in this letter ; and we have also 
sent unto you faithful and prudent men, that have walked among us from 
youth unto old age unblameably, who shall be witnesses between you 
and us. And this we have done, that ye might know, that we have had 
and still have every solicitude, that ye may speedily be at peace 
(§ 63).’ It may perhaps seem strange to describe this noble remon- 
strance as the first step towards papal aggression. And yet undoubt- 
edly this is the case. ‘There is all the difference in the world between 
the attitude of Rome towards other Churches at the close of the first 
“century, when the Romans as a community remonstrate on terms of 
equality with the Corinthians on their irregularities, strong only in the 
righteousness of their cause, and feeling, as they had a right to feel, 
that these counsels of peace were the dictation of the Holy Spirit, and 
its attitude at the close of the second century, when Victor the 
bishop excommunicates the Churches of Asia Minor for clinging to 
a usage in regard to the celebration of Easter which had been handed 
down to them from the Apostles, and thus foments instead of healing 
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dissensions (Easéb. H. Z. v. 23, 24). Even this second stage has 
carried the power of Rome only a very small step in advance towards 
the pretensions of a Hildebrand or an Innocent or a Boniface, 
or evéfi of a Leo: but it is nevertheless a decided step. The sub- 
stit#tion of the bishop of Rome for the Church of Rome is an all 
ifmportant point. The later Roman theory supposes that the Church 
of Rome derives all its authority from the bishop of Rome, as the 
successor of S. Peter. History inverts this relation and shows that, 
as a matter of fact, the power of the bishop of Rome was built upon 
the power of the Church of Rome. It was originally a primacy, not 
of the Episcopate, but of the Church. The position of the Roman 
Church, which this newly recovered ending of Clement’s Epistle throws 
out in such strong relief, accords entirely with the notices in other 
early documents. A very few years later—from ten to twenty—Ignatius 
writes to Rome. He is a staunch advocate of episcopacy. Of his 
six remaining letters, one is'addressed to a bishop as bishop; and the 
other five all enforce the duty of the Churches whom he addresses to 
their respective bishops. Yet in the letter to the Church of Rome 
there is not the faintest allusion to the episcopal office from first to 
last. He entreats the Roman Christians not to intercede and thus 
by obtaining a pardon or commutation of sentence to rob him of the 
crown of martyrdom. In the course of his entreaty he uses words 
which doubtless refer in part to Clement’s Epistle, and which the newly 
recovered ending enables us to appreciate more fully ; ‘Ye never yet,’ 
he writes, ‘envied any one,’ i.e. grudged him the glory of a consistent 
course of endurance and self-sacrifice, ‘ye were the teachers of others 
(oidérore éBackavare ovdevi> adAovs edidagare, § 3).’ They would therefore 
be inconsistent with their former selves, he implies, if in his own case 
they departed from those counsels of self-renunciation and patience 
which they had urged so strongly on the Corinthians and others. But, 
though Clement’s letter is apparently in his mind, there is no mention 
of Clement or Clement’s successor throughout. Yet at the same 
time he assigns a primacy to Rome. The Church is addressed in the 
opening salutation as ‘she who hath the presidency (mpoxd@yrat) in the 
place of the region of the Romans.’ But immediately afterwards the 
nature of this supremacy is defined.. The presidency of this Church 
is declared to be a presidency of love (mpoxabnpevn tis aydmrns). This 
then was the original primacy of Rome—a primacy not of the bishop 
but of the whole Church, a primacy not of official authority but of 
practical goodness, backed however by the prestige and the advantages 
which were necessarily enjoyed by the Church of the metropolis. The 
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reserve of Clement in his epistle harmonizes also with the very modest 
estimate of his dignity implied in the language of one who appears to 
have been a younger contemporary, but who wrote (if tradition can be 
trusted) ata somewhat later date. Thou shalt therefore, says the heavenly 
Shepherd to Hermas, ‘write two little books,’ i.e. copies of this work 
containing the revelation, ‘and thou shalt send one to Clement and 
one to Grapte. So Clement shall send it to the cities abroad, for this 
charge is committed unto him, and Grapte shall instruct the widows and 
the orphans ; while thou shalt read it to this city together with the pres- 
byters who preside over the Church (Herm. Vs. ii. 4).’? And so it 
remains till the close of the second century. When, some seventy years 
later than the,date of our epistle, a second letter is written from Rome 
to Corinth during the episcopate of Soter (about a.p. 165—175), it 
is still written in the name of the Church, not the bishop, of Rome; 
and as such is acknowledged by Dionysius of Corinth. ‘We have 
read your letter’ (tuav ryv émicroAyv), he writes in reply to the 
Romans. At the same time he bears a noble testimony to that moral 
ascendency of the early Roman Church which was the historical 
foundation of its primacy; ‘This hath been your practice from the 
beginning ; to do good to all the brethren in the various ways, and 
to send supplies (é¢dé.a.) to many Churches in divers cities, in one 
place recruiting the poverty of those that are in want, in another 
assisting brethren that are in the mines by the supplies that ye have 
been in the habit of sending to them from the first, thus keeping up, 
as becometh Romans, a hereditary practice of Romans, which your 
blessed bishop Soter hath not only maintained, but also advanced,’ with 
more to the same effect}. 

2. Another point of special interest in the newly recovered portion 
of Clement’s Epistle is. the link of connexion which it supplies with 
the earlier history of the Roman Church. In the close of the epistle 
mention is made of the bearers of the letter, two Romans, Claudius 
Ephebus and Valerius Bito, who are sent to Corinth with Fortunatus— 


to Soter, confessedly proves nothing : 


1 Euseb. H. &. iv. 23. Harnack (p. 
for it was used at this time and later not 


xxix. ed. 2) says that this letter of Dio- 


nysius ‘nom Soteris tempore sed paullo 
post Soteris mortem (175—180) Romam 
missa esse videtur.? I see nothing in 
the passage which suggests this infer- 
ence, On the contrary the perfect tenses 
(Suareripykev, émnvinxev), used in pre- 
ference to aorists, seem to imply that he 
was living. The epithet paxdpios, applied 


less of the living than of the dead (e. g. 
Alexander in Euseb. #. Z. vi. 11). Eu- 
sebius himself, who had the whole letter 
before him, seems certainly to have sup- 
posed that Soter was living, for he speaks 
of it as émoro\y...émickory Qe rére 
Lwripe mporpwvortoa, 
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the last mentioned being apparently a Corinthian (though this is not 
clear), and perhaps the same who is named in S. Paul’s First Epistle 
(xvi. 17). In the newly discovered portion these delegates are de- 
scribed in the words which I have already quoted, as ‘faithful and 
prudent men who have walked among us from youth unto old age un- 
blameably (av8pas muctovs Kal owdpovas ard vedTnTos avactpadevtas Ews 
yypovs apeurrws év nuiv).’ Now the date of this epistle, as deter- 
mined by internal and external evidence alike, is somewhere about the 
year 95; and, as old age could hardly be predicated of men under 
sixty at least, these persons must have been born about the year 35 
or earlier. Thus they would be close upon thirty years of age when 
S. Paul first visited Rome (a.D. 61—63). They must therefore have 
had a direct personal knowledge of the relations between the two 
Apostles S. Peter and S. Paul (supposing that S. Peter also visited 
the metropolis, as I do not doubt that he did), and of the early his- 
tory of the Roman Church generally; for the description obviously 
implies that they had been brought up in the Christian faith from 
their youth. If we couple this notice with the fact that in an earlier 
passage of the epistle these two Apostles are held up together as the 
two great examples for the imitation of the Christian, we see a new 
difficulty in the way of the Tiibingen theory, which is founded on the 
hypothesis of a direct antagonism between the teaching of the two 
Apostles, and supposes an entire dislocation and discontinuity in the 
early history of the Christian Church, more especially of the Church 
of Rome. To this theory the Epistle of Clement, the one authentic 
document which has the closest bearing on the subject, gives a decided 
negative. 

3- But the notice of these persons also suggests some remarks on 
the Zersonne of this epistle. 

Strange as it may appear, every fresh investigation seems to point 
more definitely to the conclusion that a chief stronghold of Christianity 
in Rome during the earliest ages was the imperial palace itself. The 
passage in S. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians (iv. 22) will be remem- 
bered at once. The members of ‘Czsar’s household’ are the only 
Roman Christians singled out specially as sending salutations to their 
Philippian brethren. I have endeavoured to show elsewhere that these 
were apparently no recent converts, but that the long list of salutations in 
the Epistle to the Romans probably contains some names of slaves or 
freedmen belonging to the palace of the Czsars (Philippians p. 169 sq.). 
It has also been pointed out in an earlier part of the present work (p. 
170) that the names of these two delegates mentioned by S. Clement, 
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Claudius and Valerius, suggest some connexion with the imperial house- 
hold. This becomes still more probable, now that: we know them to 
have been*old men in the closing years of the first century. On the 
supposition that they were freedmen or children of freedmen, they would 
probably have obtained their names somewhere about the time when a 
Claudius was seated on the imperial throne with a Valeria as his con- 
sort (A.D. 41—48). Thus, when S. Paul wrote from Rome to Philippi 
(about a.D. 62), they would be young men in the prime of life; their 
consistent course would mark them out as the future hope of the 
Church in Rome; they could hardly be unknown to the Apostle; and 
their names (among many others) would be present to his mind when 
he dictated the words, ‘They that are of Czsar’s household salute you.’ 

But, if we see ground for assigning the bearers of Clement's letter 
to the imperial household, there is at least equal reason for inferring 
such a connexion in the case of the writer himself. The Neronian per- 
secution, whatever else it had done, had not permanently checked 
the progress of the Gospel either in Rome at large or within the 
precincts of the imperial household. If Christianity was strong in 
the palace under the Claudian dynasty, its strength had increased 
manifold under the Flavian. The ‘deadly superstition, no longer 
content with the slaves, freedmen, and retainers of the Cesars, had 
laid hands on the Czesars themselves. I have discussed elsewhere 
(Philippians p. 22 sq.) the notices respecting Flavius Clemens and 
Flavia Domitilla his wife. Flavius Clemens. was the emperor's cousin- 
german; he was colleague of Domitian in the consulship; and his 
children had been designated by Domitian as successors to the im- 
perial throne ; when he was suddenly put to death by the emperor for his 
profession of Christianity. Flavia Domitilla was not only allied to the 
emperor by marriage : she was also his blood-relation, the daughter of 
his own sister ; and, when her husband was put to death, she herself was 
banished to one of the islands’. 

But the evidence of the spread of Christianity in the Flavian house- 
hold does not stop here. Among the early burial places of the Roman 
Christians was one called the Cwmeterium Domitille. ‘This has been 
identified beyond question by the investigations of de Rossi with the 
catacombs of the Tor Marancia near the Ardeatine Way. With charac- 
teristic patience and acuteness the eminent archzeologist has traced the 


1 I have given reasons elsewhere for _fession ; see Philippians p. 22 sq. (ed. 4), 
rejecting the opinion that two persons of — where the divergences in the authorities 
this name, the wife and the niece of Fl. are explained. 

Clemens, suffered for their Christian pro- 
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early history of this cemetery ; and it throws a flood of light on the 
matter in question’. Inscriptions have been discovered which show that 
these catacombs are situated on an estate once belonging to the Flavia 
Domitilla who was banished on account of her faith. Thus one in- 
scription records that the plot of ground on which the cippus stood 
had been granted to P. Calvisius Philotas as the burial place of himself 
and others, EX . INDVLGENTIA . FLAVIAE . DOMITILL[AE] (Orelli-Henzen 
dnscr. no. 5422). Another monumental tablet is put up by one Tatia 
in the name of herself and her freedmen and freedwomen. ‘This 
'Tatia is described as [Nv]TRIX . SEPTEM . LIB[ERORVM]. DIVI . VESPA- 
stan[1] . [ET] . FLAVIAE . DOMITIL[LAE]. VESPASIANI . NEPTIS, and the 
sepulchre is stated to be erected EIVS . BENEFICTO, ie. by the conces- 
sion of the said Flavia Domitilla, to whom the land ‘belonged (Orelli- 
Henzen Juser. no. 5423). A third inscription runs as follows...FmRA.: 
FLAVIAE . DOMITILLAE...... [VESPASI]ANI . NEPTIS . FECIT . GLYCERAE.L. 
bo a [PosT]ERISQVE . EORVM . etc. (Corp. Inser. Lat. vi. no. 948)°. 
This last indeed was not found on the same site with the others, 
but was embedded in the pavement of the Basilica of San Clemente 
in Rome: but there is some reason for thinking that it was transferred 
thither at an early date with other remains from the Cemetery 
of Domitilla. Even without the confirmation of this last monument 
however the connexion of this Christian cemetery with the wife of 
Flavius Clemens is established beyond any reasonable doubt. And 
recent excavations have supplied further links of evidence. This 
cemetery was approached by an above ground vestibule, which leads to 
a hypogeeum, and to which are attached chambers, supposed to have 
been used by the custodian of the place and by the mourners assembled 
at funerals. From the architecture and the paintings de Rossi infers 
that the vestibule itself belongs to the first century. Moreover the pub- 
licity of the building, so unlike the obscure doorways and dark under- 
ground passages which lead to other catacombs, seems to justify the belief 
that it was erected under the protection of some important personage 
and during a period of quiet such as intervened between the death of 


' De Rossi’s investigations will be 
found in the Bulletini di Archeologia 
Cristiana 1865, pp. 17 Sq-, 33 Sq, 41 
Sq-, 89 sq.; 1874, pp. 5 sq., 68 sq. 
122 sq. ; 1875, pp. 5 sq., 46 sq.3 comp. 
Koma Sotteranea i. p. 186 sq-5 266 sq. 

® The lacunz in the inscription may be 
filled up in more ways than one ; but 


this uncertainty does not affect the main 
point. It matters little for our purpose, 
whether the Flavie Domitille of this in- 
scription is identified with the wife of 
Clemens or with her mother, the daughter 
of Vespasian. The name Flavia Domi- 
tilla was inherited from her grandmother, 
the wife of Vespasian; Sueton, Vespas. 3. 
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Nero and the persecution of Domitian. The underground vaults and 
passages contain remains which in de Rossi’s opinion point to the first 
half of the second century. Here also are sepulchral memorials, which 
seem to belong to the time of the Antonines, and imply a connexion 
with the Flavian household. Thus one exhibits the monogram of a 
FLAVILLA ; another bears the inscription A . caBeINOC . Kal.. TITIANH. 
dAEADOI; a third, dA. TTOAEMAIOC . TIP . KAI OYATTI . KONKOPAIA. As regards 
the second, it will be remembered that the father of Fl. Clemens 
and brother of Vespasian bore this very name T. Flavius Sabinus’ ; 
and de Rossi therefore supposes that we have here the grave of 
actual descendants (grandchildren or great grandchildren) of this Flavius 
Sabinus, through his son Flavius Clemens the Christian martyr*, In 
illustration of the name Titiane again, he remarks that three pre- 
fects of Egypt (A.D. 126, A.D. 166, A.D. 215 or 216) bore the name 
Flavius Titianus, and that the wife of the emperor Pertinax was a 
Flavia Titiana. We may hesitate to accept these facts as evidence 
that the persons in question were actual descendants of the imperial 
house; but if not, the names will at all events ‘point to some 
freedmen or retainers of the family. Moreover, connected with this 
same,cemetery was the cultus of one S. Petronilla, who was reputed 
to have been buried here, and in whose name a basilica was erected 
on the spot at the close of the fourth century®. This virgin saint 


his Christianity see Philippians p. 22. 


1 Borghesi (Guvres 11. p. 372 Sq.) has 
2 The two sons of Fl. Clemens, when 


shown that this T. Flavius Sabinus was 


prefect of the city during the Neronian 
persecution. He is described as a man 
ofa gentle disposition (Tac. His¢. ili. 65 
‘mitem virum abhorrere a sanguine et 
ceedibus,’ and again ‘Sabinus non in- 
sultans et miseranti propior,’ 2. 75 ‘in- 
nocentiam justitiamque ejus non argueres 
...in fine vitee alii segnem, multi mode- 
ratum et civium sanguinis parcum cre- 
didere’) ; and it is pleasant to think with 
de Rossi (Bull. ai Archeol, Crist. 1865, 
p. 18, 1875, p- 66) that the conduct of the 
Christian martyrs at this crisis gave 
the first impulse towards Christianity 
in his family. In the epithet ‘segnis’ we 
are reminded of the description which 
Suetonius (Domit, 15) gives of his son 
Fl. Clemens, ‘contemptissimz inertiz.’ 
For the bearing of this description on 


they were designated successors to the 
throne, assumed the names Vespasianus 
and Domitianus by order of Domitian ; 
they were then little children; Sueton. 
Domit. 15. We hear nothing of them 
afterwards, but on the fall of the Flavian 
dynasty they would retire into private 
life and probably drop their assumed 
names. In A.D. 262 we read of one 
Domitian, a successful general, ‘qui se 
originem diceret a Domitiano trahere 
atque a Domitilla;’ Trebell. Poll. Zr. 
Trig. 12. 

8 The sarcophagus of this Petronilla 
was removed from the Cemetery of 
Domitilla to the Basilica of S. Peter by 
Paul I (A.D. 757—767). For the recent 
discovery of the Basilica of S. Petro- 
nilla and of another memorial of her 
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was in legendary story designated the daughter of S. Peter. Some 
modern critics have sought to explain this designation by a spiritual 
fatherhood, just as this same Apostle speaks of his ‘son Marcus’ (1 Pet. 
v. 13). But the legend obviously has arisen from the similarity of 
names, Petros, Petronilla; and thus it supposes a natural relationship. 
The removal of her sarcophagus to the Vatican in the eighth century, 
and the extraordinary honours there paid to her, are only explicable on 
this supposition. Of this personage de Rossi has given a highly pro- 
bable account’. It had been remarked by Baronio that the name 
Petronilla is connected etymologically not with Petros, but with Petro- 
nius (he might have added Petro); and de Rossi calls attention to the 
fact that the founder of the Flavian family was one T. Flavius Petro, a 
native of Reate, the grandfather of the two brothers, T. Flavius Sabinus 
the prefect of the city and T. Flavius Vespasianus the emperor®, This 
Petronilla therefore, whom the later legend connects with S. Peter, may 
have been some scion of the Flavian house, who, like her relations 
Fl. Clemens and Fi. Domitilla, became a convert to Christianity. Even 
the simple fact, of a conspicuous tomb bearing the name Petronilla 
would have been a sufficient starting-point for the legend of her re- 
lationship to S. Peter in an age when the glorification of that Apostle 
was a dominant idea. 

I have given an outline of the principal facts which de Rossi has 
either discovered or emphasized, and of the inferences which he has 
drawn from them, so far as they bear on my subject. He has also en- 
deavoured to strengthen his position by other critical combinations; 
but I have preferred to pass them over as shadowy and precarious. 
Even of those which I have given, some perhaps will not command 
general assent. But the main facts seem to be established on grounds 
which can hardly be questioned; that we have here a burial place of 
Christian Flavii of the second century; that it stands on ground 
which once belonged to Flavia Domitilla; and that it was probably 


cultus within the Cemetery of Domitilla, its radson a’étre by pointing out the true 
together with the sepulchre of SS. derivation of the name. The spiritual 
Nereus and Achilles, see Bull. di relationship is a mere invention of 
Archeol. Crist. 1874, pp. 8 8q-, 68 sq., modern critics, following Baronio (Anu. 
122 sq., 1875, p. § sq. See also below 69, §xxxiii). To this writer it is offen- 
p- 262, note 1, sive that a daughter should have been 
1 Bull. di Archeol. Crist. 1865, p. 22. born to S. Peter after his call to the 
De Rossi seems still to attach weight to Apostleship; and he argues against the 
the opinion that this Petronilla was a natural relationship accordingly, The 
spiritual daughter of S. Peter: but he old legend had no such scruple, 
himself has deprived this hypothesis of ? Sueton. Vespas. 1. 
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granted by her to her dependents and coreligionists for a cemetery. 
There is reason for believing that in the earliest ages the Christians 
secured their places of sepulture from disturbance under the shelter of 
great personages, whose property was protected by the law during 
their life time, and whose testamentary dispositions were respected 
after their death’, 

But if the Flavian household was the stronghold of Christianity in 
Rome at this time, what light does this fact throw on the authorship of 
our letter? Who was this Clemens bishop of Rome, so famous a 
name in later legend, and (as we may infer) so important a personage 
in contemporary Christian history? One answer is obvious. S. Paul, 
writing to the Philippians (iv. 3), mentions with commendation a certain 
Clemens. Origen therefore identified this person with the bishop of 
Rome, just as he identified the Hermas saluted in the Roman Epistle 
with his namesake the author of the Shepherd; and in both points he is 
followed by later writers. But his opinion does not appear to be based 
on any tradition. Moreover the Clemens saluted by S. Paul was ap- 
parently a Philippian; and, as the name is not uncommon, all ground 
for the identification disappears’. Others again in recent times have 
supposed that the bishop of Rome and writer of the letter was none 
other than Flavius Clemens, the cousin of Domitian, who was put to 
death for his faith®. It may be confidently affirmed however that, if 
the bishop of Rome had been the nearest male relative to the reigning 
emperor and the father of the boys whom Domitian had already desig- 
nated as his successors to the throne, the fact would have been paraded 

in the earliest annals of Christianity and could not have passed into 
oblivion. Others again have conjectured that he was a less conspicuous 
scion of the imperial family. Thus de Rossi makes him the son of a 
brother of Fl. Clemens‘, herein following the Acts of SS. Nereus and 
Achilles. These acts however are confessedly a spurious production’; 


1 De Rossi Bull. di Archeol. Crist. 
1864, p. 25 sq., Rom. Sotier. 1. p. 102 Sq. 

2 See Philippians p. 166 sq., for a 
fuller discussion of this question. 

3 Of recent editors, Hilgenfeld is very 
decided in identifying Clement the consul 
with Clement the bishop; p. xxxii sq. 
(ed. 2), comp. Zeitschr. f. Wiss. T: heol, 
1869, p- 232 sq- Harnack leans to this 
opinion, but speaks with hesitation ; 
p. lxii sq. (ed. 2). 

4 Bull. di Archeol. Crist. 1868, p- 


20 sq. 

5 Acta Sanct. Bolland. Maii Il. p. 4- 
Nereus and Achilles are there represented 
as the chamberlains (eszuchi) of S. Domi- 
tilla the Virgin, and as having been 
martyred at the same time with her. 
On the other hand the inscription which 
Damasus placed in this Cemetery of 
Domitilla implies that they were soldiers 
of the tyrant, who refused to be the 
instruments of his cruelty and resigned 
their military honours: Bul, di Archeol. 
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there is no reason to think that they had any other basis of fact be- 
sides the cultus of SS. Nereus and Achilles and of S. Petronilla’ in 

connexion with the Cemetery of Domitilla; and no such nephew of 
Fl. Clemens is mentioned elsewhere. Moreover this solution is open 
to the same objections as the last, though not in the same degree. 
Again, Ewald conjectures that he was a son of Fl. Clemens, and appeals 
to the Homilies and Recognitions for support?; but for this conjecture 
there is even less to be said. These Clementine writings do indeed 
regard Clement the bishop as a distant relative of the Roman emperor : 
not however of Domitian, but of Tiberius; while the names given in 
the story to his father, mother, and brothers—Faustus, Mattidia, 
Faustinus, Faustinianus—are borrowed from the imperial family of later 
sovereigns, Hadrian and the Antonines. This romance therefore is 
valueless as evidence; and at most it can only be taken to imply a 
tradition that our Clement was somehow or other connected with the 


household of the Ceesars. 


Crist. 1874, p. 20 sq. Whether the 
legend of these martyrs was founded on 
fact or not, it is impossible to say. The 
discovery of a monumental stone with 
their names in the Cemetery of Domitilla 
would be a sufficient starting-point for 
the story in the fourth and later cen- 
turies, when martyrdoms were the fa- 
vourite subjects for romance. There is 
reason for believing that gravestones have 
been largely instrumental in such fictions. 

1 The Acts of S, Petronilla are incor- 
porated in those of SS. Nereus and 
Achilles (see also Act. SS. Bolland. Maii 
xxxi, VII. p. 413 sq., this being her own 
day). So far as I can see, the legend of 
S. Petronilla is due to the combination of 
two elements: (1) The story mentioned 
by S, Augustine as related in some 
apocryphal writings of the Manicheans, 
that S. Peter miraculously healed his 
daughter (whose name is not given) of 
the palsy (c. Adim. 14, Op. VIII. p. 139). 
This story seems to be suggested by the 
incident related in Mark i. 29 sq., Luke 
iv. 38 sq. (2) The discovery of a sar- 
cophagus in the cemetery of the Christian 
Flavii bearing the name of Petronilla. 
When this tomb was transferred to the 


Nor indeed is Ewald’s theory consistent with 


Vatican by Paul I, a Church adjoining 
the Basilica of S. Peter was built for 
its reception. It seems to have been in- 
scribed AVRELIAE . PETRONILLAE . FI- 
LIAE. DVLCISSIMAE (see Bull. di Archeol. 
Crist. 1865, p. 46). The first word how- 
ever is elsewhere given as AVREAE, and 
possibly it may have been somewhat ob- 
literated by time. The identification with 
S. Peter’s daughter would naturally arise 
out of this inscription, which was even 
believed to have been engraved by the 
Apostle’s own hand. 

* Gesch. des V. Israel Vit. p. 296 sq. 

3 Hom. xii. 8, where Clement says, 
TO €u@ marpt ds Kat rurmnedep avros 
Kaicap ovyyevida mpoonpuscaro yuvatka, 
dd’ js tpeis eyevducba viol...) per obv 
Mijrnp pov Marridla édéyero, 6 58 rarnp 
Paioros, trav 5é dde\pav nad adrav $ fev 
Pavorivos éxaretro 6 dé Paverimavds &edé- 
ero (comp. iv. 7, xiv. 6, 10). The 
parallel passage in the Recognitions (vii. 8) 
is ‘patri, utpote propinquo suo et una 
educato, nobilis adeeque familia Cesar 
ipse junxit uxorem’ etc. Ewald sup- 
poses that this Faustus and Mattidia are 
intended to represent Flavius Clemens 
and Flavia Domitilla. 
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history or chronology. The sons of Flavius Clemens were yet children 
destined to the imperial purple at the very time when our Clement 
presided over the Church of the metropolis. 

But the theory which identifies the writer of the epistle with the 
cousin of Domitian seems to me to be open to still graver objections. 
Is it possible to conceive this letter as written by one, who had re- 
ceived the education and who occupied the position of Flavius Clemens; 
who had grown up to manhood, perhaps to middle life, as a heathen; 
who was imbued with the thoughts and feelings of the Roman noble; 
who about this very time held the most ancient and honourable office 
in the state in conjunction with the emperor; who lived in an age of 
literary dilettantism and of Greek culture; who must have mixed in 
the same circles with Martial and Statius and Juvenal, with Tacitus 
and the younger Pliny; and in whose house Quintilian lived as the 
tutor of his sons, then designated by the emperor as the future rulers 
‘of the world?? Would not the style, the diction, the thoughts, the 
whole complexion “of the Jetter, have been very different? It might 
not perhaps have been less Christian, but it would certainly have been 
more Classical—at once more Roman and more Greek—and less 
Jewish, than it is. ; 

The question, whether the writer of this epistle was of Jewish or 
Gentile origin, has been frequently discussed and answered in opposite 
ways. The special points, which have been singled out on either side, 
will not bear the stress which has been laid upon them. On the one 
hand, critics have pleaded that the writer betrays his Jewish parentage, 
when he speaks of ‘our father Jacob,’ ‘ our father Abraham ’ (§§ 4, 31); 
but this language is shown to be common to early Christian writers, 
whether Jewish or Gentile (see p. 44). On the other hand, it has been 
inferred from the order ‘day and night’ (§§ 2, 20, 24) that he must 
have been a Gentile; but examples from the Apostolic writings show 
that this argument also is quite invalid (see p. 39). Or again, this latter 
conclusion has been drawn from the mention of ‘our generals’ (§ 37), 
by which expression the writer is supposed to indicate his position as 
‘before all things a Roman born’’, But this language would be equally 


1 Quintil. Zvst. iv. Procem, ‘Quum father of his pupils for the highest hon- 
vero mihi Domitianus Augustus sororis ours; Auson. Grat. Act. ad Gratian. 31 
suze nepotum delegaverit curam,’ etc. ‘ Quintilianus, consularia per Clementem 
Sueton. Domit. 15 ‘Flavium Clementem ornamenta sortitus, honestamenta nominis 
..cujus filios eiam tum parvulos suc: potius videtur quam insignia potestatis 
cessores palam destinaverat.” The rheto- habuisse.’ 
rician seems to have been indebted to the 2 Ewald Gesch. d. V. Israel Vi. p. 206. 
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appropriate on the lips of any Hellenist Jew who was a native of Rome. 
Setting aside these special expressions however, and looking to the 
general character of the letter, we can hardly be mistaken, I think, in 
regarding it as the natural outpouring of one whose mind was saturated 
with the knowledge of the Old Testament. The writer indeed, like the 
author of the Book of Wisdom, is not without a certain amount of 
Classical culture (§§ 20, 25, 33, 37, 38, 55); but this is more or less 
superficial. The thoughts and diction alike are moulded on ‘the Law 
and the Prophets and the Psalms.’ He is a Hellenist indeed, for he 
betrays no acquaintance with the Scriptures in their original tongue: 
but of the Septuagint Version his knowledge is very thorough and 
intimate. It is not confined to any one part, but ranges freely over 
the whole. He quotes profusely, and sometimes his quotations are 
obviously made from memory. He is acquainted with traditional in- 
terpretations of the sacred text (§§ 7, 9, 11, 31). He teems with words 
and phrases borrowed from the Greek Bible, even where he is not 
directly quoting it. His style has caught a strong Hebraistic tinge 
from its constant study. All this points to an author of Jewish or 
proselyte parentage, who from a child had been reared in the know- 
ledge of this one book’. 

Jews were found in large numbers at this time among the slaves and 
freedmen of the great houses, even of the imperial palace’. I observe this 
very name Clemens borne by one such person, a slave of the Ceesars, on 
a sepulchral monument; D.M. CLEMETI. CAESARVM .N. N. SERVO. CASTEL- 
LARIO. AQVAE. CLAVDIAE . FECIT . CLAVDIA. SABBATHIS. ET, SIBI. ET. SVIS 
(Orelli Zuscr. 2899): for his nationality may be inferred from the name 
of his relative Sabbathis, who sets up the monument. And elsewhere 
there is abundant evidence that the name at all events was not un- 
common among the dependents of the Czsars about this time. Thus we 
read in a missive of Vespasian, DE. CONTROVERSIA .... VE. FINIRET a 
CLAVDIVS . CLEMENS . PROCVRATOR . MEVS . SCRIPSI. EI (Murat. MXcr. 1). 
In another inscription we have, EVTACTO. AVG. LIB. PROC. ACCENSO x 
DE . LAT . (sic) A. DIVO . VESPASIANO . PATRI . OPTIMO . CLEMENS . FILIVS 


} This conviction of a Judaic authorship 
is strengthened in my mind every time 
T read the epistle. On the other hand 
Harnack says (p. Ixiii, ed. 2), ‘rectius ex 
elegante sermonis genere et e cc. 37, 55, 
judices eum nobili loco natum fuisse 
patria Romanum’: and Ewald (I. C.) are 
gues (I think, somewhat perversely) that 


the length of the writer’s quotations from 
the Old Testament shows that the book 
was novel to him. But in fact the direct 
quotations are only a very small part, 
and the least convincing part, of the evi- 
dence. 

* See Philippians p. 14. 
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(i. Dcccxcrx. 2); in another, CLEMENS. AVG. AD. SVPELECT . (75, CMXVII. 
10) ; in another D. M. SEDATI. TI. CL . SECVNDINI . PROC. AVG. TABVL. 
‘CLEMENS. ADFINIS (5. CMXvV. 9); In another, PRO. SALVTE.T.CAESARIS. 
AVG. F. IMP. VESPASIANI. TI. CLAVDIVS. CLEMENS. FECIT (Corp. Jnser. 
Lat. vi. no. 940); in another, T. VARIO. CLEMENTI. AB, EPISTVLIS. AV- 
GvsToR., this last however dating in the reign of M. Aurelius and L. 
Verus A.D. 161—169 (ib. 111. no. 5215); while in another, found in 
the columbarium of the Freedmen of Livia and therefore perhaps 
belonging to an earlier date than our Clement, we read IVLIA , CAL- 
LITYCHE.STORGE. CLAVDI. EROTIS . DAT. CLEMENTI. CONIVGI. CALLITYCHES 
(#6. mccctiv. 7). I venture therefore to conjecture that Clement 
the bishop was a man of Jewish parentage, a freedman or the 
son of a freedman belonging to the household of Flavius Clemens 
the emperor’ cousin. It is easy to imagine how under these cir- 
cumstances the leaven of Christianity would work upwards from be- 
neath, as it has done in so many other cases; and from their 
domestics and dependents the master and mistress would learn 
their perilous lessons in the Gospel. Even a much greater degree 
of culture than is exhibited in this epistle would be quite consistent 
with such an origin; for amongst these freedmen were frequently 
found. the most intelligent and cultivated men of their day. Nor is 
this social status inconsistent with the position of the chief ruler of the 
most important Church in Christendom. A generation later Hermas, 
the brother of bishop Pius, speaks of himself as having been a slave 
(Vis. i. 1); and this involves the servile origin of Pius also. At 
a still later date, more than a century after Clement’s time, the papal 
chair was occupied by Callistus, who had been a slave of one Car- 
pophorus an officer in the imperial palace (Hippol. Her. ix. 12). The 
Christianity which had thus taken root in the household of Demitian’s 
cousin left a memorial behind in another distinguished person also. 
The famous Alexandrian father, who flourished a century later than 
the bishop of Rome, bore all the three names of this martyr prince, 
Titus Flavius Clemens. He too was doubtless a descendant of some 
servant in the family, who according to custom would be named after 
his patron when he obtained his freedom’. 


1 This conjunction of names occurs also of connexion with the imperial house- 
in an inscription found at Augsburg, T. hold. Compare also T.FLAVIVS. LON- 
FL. PRIMANO. PATRI.ET.TRAIAN.CLE- GINVS...ET. FLAVI. LONGINVS . CLEMEN- 
MENTINAE. MATRI.ET.T.FL.CLEMENTI. TINA. MARCELLINA, FIL [1] (2. no. 1100); 
FRATRI (Corp. Inscr. Lat. 1. no. 5812), | MATRI. PIENTISSIMAE. LVCRETIVS . CLE- 
where the name Zyaiama is another link MENS. ET. FL. FORTVNATVS , FILI (26, no. 
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The imperial household was henceforward a chief centre of Chris- 
tianity in the metropolis. Irenzeus writing during the episcopate of 
Eleutherus (circ. a.pD. 175—189), and therefore under M. Aurelius 
or Commodus, speaks of ‘the faithful in the royal court’ in language 
which seems to imply that they were a considerable body there 
(iv. 30. 1). Marcia, the concubine of this last-mentioned emperor, was 
herself a Christian, and exerted her influence over Commodus in alle- 
viating the sufferings of the confessors (Hippol. Hzr.l.c.). At this same 
time also another Christian, Carpophorus, already mentioned, whose name 
seems to betray a servile origin, but who was evidentiy a man of con- 
siderable wealth and influence, held some office in the imperial house- 
hold. A little later the emperor Severus is stated to have been cured 
by a physician Proculus, a Christian slave, whom he kept in the palace 
ever afterwards to the day of his death: while the son and successor 
of this emperor, Caracalla, had a Christian woman for his foster-mother 
(Tertull. ad Scap. 4). Again, the Christian sympathies of Alexander 
Severus and Philip, and the still more decided leanings of the ladies of 
their families, are well known. And so it continued to the last. 
When in an evil hour for himself Diocletian was induced to raise his 
hand against the Church, the first to suffer were his confidential servants, 
the first to abjure on compulsion were his own wife and daughter’. 

4. Bearing these facts in mind, we turn to the Aersecution of the 
Christians under Domitian. And here the close connexion, not only 
of Christianity, but (as it would appear) of the bearers and the writer 
of the letter, with the imperial household serves to explain the singular 
reserve which is maintained throughout this epistle. The persecutor 
and the persecuted met face to face, as it were. They mixed together 
in the common affairs of life; they even lived under the same roof. 


5844). The name FLAVIVS . CLEMENS 
occurs also in another inscription (Murat. 
cpxctv. 4), along with many other 
names which point to the household of 
the Czesars, though at a later date. So too 
C.2.L. 1. no. 783. Comp. alsop.M. 
C.VALERIO. CLEMENTI. C. IVLIVS . FE- 
LIX, ET. FLAVIA. HEREDES (Murat. MDv. 
12), 

This last inscription illustrates the con- 
nexion of names Valerius and Clemens 
which appears in our epistle. Of this 
phenomenon also we have othér examples ; 
€.g. a memorial erected C.VALERIO.C. 


F. STEL, CLEMENTI by the DECVRIONES. 
ALAE. GETVLORVM. QVIBVS. PRAEFVIT . 
BELLO. IVDAICO.SVB. DIVO. VESPASIANO. 
AVG. PATRE (Orelli, no. 748), found at 
Turin. This Valerius Clemens there- 
fore was a contemporary of our Clement, 
For other instances of the combination 
Valerius Clemens see Corp. Znscr. Lat. 
III, no. 633, 2572, 6162, 6179, Muratori 
MCDXV. I, MDLXIV. 12. So too Valerius 
Clementinus C. ZZ. mi. no. 3524, and 
Valeria Clementina, 13, 2580. 

» Mason Persecution of Diocletian p. 
I2I sq. 
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Thus the utmost caution was needed, that collisions might not be 
provoked. We can well understand therefore with what feelings one 
who thus carried his life in his hand would pen the opening words 
of the letter, where he excuses the tardiness of the Roman Church 
in writing to their Corinthian brethren by a reference to ‘the sudden 
and repeated calamities and reverses’ under which they were suffering 
(§ 1). Not a word is said about the nature of these calamities; not 
a word here or elsewhere about their. authors. As the text has been 
hitherto supplied, these sufferings are represented as past, tas [yevouJévas 
ypiv, ‘which befel us.’ But one of our newly discovered authorities 
gives a present tense, ‘which are befalling us’ (ywopevas for yevouévas) ; 
and this seems on the whole better suited to the general tenour of the 
letter. There is no indication anywhere that the fears of the Roman 
Christians had ceased. On the contrary, after referring to the victims of 
the Neronian persecution, it is said significantly, ‘We are in the same 
lists, and the same struggle awaits us’ (§ 7)’. The letter therefore was 
probably written while the Church was still at the mercy of the tyrant’s 
caprice, still uncertain when and where the next blow might fall. How- 
ever this may be, it could hardly have been penned before the two most 
illustrious members of the Church, the patron and patroness of the 
writer (if my hypothesis be correct), had paid the one by his death, 
the other by her banishment, the penalty of their adherence to the 
faith of Christ ; for these seem to have been among the earliest victims 
of the emperor’s wrath. Flavius Clemens was consul a. D. 95, and he 
appears to have suffered immediately after the close of the year’. In 
September of the year following the tyrant himself was slain. The 
chief conspirator and assassin was one Stephanus, a freedman, the 
steward of Domitilla. He is even said to have struck the blow with 
the name of Flavius Clemens on his lips, as if he were the avenger of 
his master’s death®. If this be so, the household of this earliest of 


but ‘after he had abdicated the consul- 
ship.’ 


1 This interpretation however must not 
be pressed. The words may refer to the. 


Christian course generally, and need not 
have any special reference to the en- 
durance of persecution. 

2 Suetonius (Domit. 15) says that Domi- 
tian put him to death ‘tantum non in 
ipso ejus consulatu.’? On the other hand, 
Dion Cassius (xvii. 16) speaks of him 
as trarevovra at the time. Clinton sup- 
poses that he was executed in the year 
gs, to which as consul he gave his name, 


3 All our authorities are agreed in 
representing this person as the chief as- 
sassin: Suet. Domit. 7 ‘Stephanus Domi- 
tillee procurator et tunc interceptarum 
pecuniarum reus consilium operamque 
tulit etc’; Dion Cass. Ixvii. 15, 16, pera 
Drepdvov dmredevOépov...6 Tapbémos...7dv 
Trédavov éppwueveorepov Tav adAdwv byra 
eloémeuwe x. T. d.3 Philostr. Vit. Afoll. 
vii, 25 Lrépavos rolvyy dwedevdepos 77s 
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Christian princes must have contained within its walls strange diversities 
of character. No greater contrast can be conceived to the ferocity and 
passion of these bloody scenes which accompanied the death of 
Domitian, than the singular gentleness and forbearance which dis- 
tinguishes this letter throughout. In no respect is this émeixeva, to 
which beyond anything else it owes its lofty moral elevation, more 
conspicuous than in the attitude of these Roman Christians towards 
their secular rulers, whom at this time they had little cause to love. 
In the prayer for princes and governors, which appears in the newly 
recovered close of the epistle, this sentiment finds its noblest ex- 
pression: ‘Guide our steps to walk in holiness and righteousness and 
singleness of heart, and to do such things as are good and well-pleasing 
in Thy sight, and in the sight of our rulers.’ ‘Give concord and peace 
to us and to all that dwell on the earth...that we may be saved, while 
we render obedience to Thine Almighty and most excellent Name, 
and to our rulers and governors upon the earth. Thou, O Lord 
and Master, hast given them the power of sovereignty through Thine 
excellent and unspeakable might, that we, knowing the glory and honour 
which Thou hast given them, may submit ourselves unto them, in 
nothing resisting Thy will. Grant unto them therefore, O Lord, 
health, peace, concord, stability, that they may administer the govern- 
ment which Thou hast given them without failure. For Thou, O 
heavenly Master, King of the ages, givest to the sons of men glory 
and honour and power over all things that are upon the earth. Do 
Thou, Lord, direct their counsel according to that which is good and 
well-pleasing in Thy sight, that, administering in peace and gentleness, 
with godliness, the power which Thou hast given them, they may 
obtain Thy favour’ (§§ 60, 61). When we remember that this prayer 
issued from the fiery furnace of persecution after experience of a 


yuvatkos K. T. X. (he has just before men- lives. Philostratus connects the act 


tioned the wife of Flavius Clemens). 
The motives of his act however are dif- 
ferently represented. The language of Sue- 
tonius suggests that he did it to extricate 
himself from a charge of embezzlement. 
Dion Cassius says that he was only the 
instrument of a general conspiracy in the 
household, to which even the empress 
Domitia herself was suspected to have 
been privy, and that the conspirators 
acted in self-defence, as Domitian was 
believed to entertain designs against their 


directly with the death of Clemens, say- 
ing of Stephanus, elre roy reOvedra [K\7- 
MevTa] évOuunbels elre mavras, and repre- 
sents him as addressing Domitian thus, 
od réOvnkev 6 modeuwrards oor Kdjuns, 
ws od ote, GAN eorw od éys olda, Kal 
tuvrarre. éavrov émt oé. These words 
have a strange ring, when we remember 
that this Clemens was a Christian. Ste- 
phanus himself was killed in the fray 
which ensued. 
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cruel and capricious tyrant like Domitian, it will appear truly sublime 
—sublime in its utterances, and still more sublime in its silence. Who 
would have grudged the Church of Rome her primacy, if she had 
always spoken thus ? 

5. The mention of this intercession for rulers leads to the con- 
sideration of another point of importance, the turgical character of 
this newly recovered portion. The whole epistle may be said to lead 
up to the long prayer or litany, if we may so call it, which forms a 
fit close to its lessons of forbearance and love. Attention is directed 
to it at the outset in a few emphatic words: ‘We will ask with 
fervency of prayer and supplication that the Creator of the universe 
may guard intact the number of His elect that is numbered throughout 
the whole world, through His beloved Son Jesus Christ’ (§ 59). The 
prayer itself extends to a great length, occupying some seventy lines 
of an ordinary octavo page. Moreover it bears all the marks of a 
careful composition. Not only are the balance and rhythm of the 
clauses carefully studied, but almost every other expression is selected 
and adapted from different parts of the Old Testament. 

This prayer or litany begins with an elaborate invocation of God 
arranged for the most part in antithetical sentences. Then comes a 
special intercession for the afflicted, the lowly, the fallen, the needy, 
the wanderers, the hungry, the prisoners, and so forth. After this 
follows a general confession of sins and prayer for forgiveness and 
help. This last opens with an address, evincing the same deep sense 
of the glories of Creation, which is one of the most striking character- 
istics in the earlier part of the epistle: ‘Thou through thine operations 
didst make manifest the everlasting fabric of the world, etc.’ (§ 60). 
It closes, as the occasion suggests, with a prayer for unity: ‘Give con- 
cord and peace to us and to all that dwell on the earth, as Thou gavest 
to our fathers, etc.’ After this stands the intercession for rulers, which 
I have already quoted. The whole closes with a doxology. 

It is impossible not to be struck with the resemblances in this passage 
to portions of the earliest known liturgies. Not only is there a general 
coincidence in the objects of the several petitions, but it has also in- 
dividual phrases, and in one instance a whole cluster of petitions’, 
in common with one or other of these. Moreover, this litany 
in S. Clement’s Epistle begins with the declaration, ‘We will ask 
with fervency of prayer and supplication’ (éxrevg ryv Séyow kal 


1 See the parallel from Ziturg. D. Marc. p. 21, in the note on § 59 Tous év OrLeu 
k. T. 2X. 
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ixeciay otovpevor); and the expression reminds us that this very 
word,  éxrevjs, was the designation given to a corresponding portion 
in the Greek ritual, owing to its peculiar fervency'. We remember 
also that the name of S. Clement is especially connected with 
a liturgy incorporated in the closing books of the Apostolic 
Constitutions, and the circumstance may point to some true tradition 
of his handiwork in the ritual of the Church. Moreover, this liturgy 
in the Constitutions, together with the occasional services which ac- 
company it, has so many phrases in common with the prayer in 
S. Clement’s epistle, that the resemblances cannot be accidental. 
But no stress can be laid on this last fact, seeing that the writers alike 
of the earlier and later books of the Apostolic Constitutions obviously 
had Clement’s epistle in their hands. 

What then shall we say of this litany? Has S. Clement here in- 
troduced into his epistle a portion of a fixed form of words then in 
use in the Roman Church? Have the extant liturgies borrowed 
directly from this epistle? Or do they owe this resemblance to some 
common type of liturgy, founded (as we may suppose) on the prayers 
of the Synagogue, and so anterior even to Clement's epistle itself? The 
origin of the earliest extant liturgies is a question of high importance; 
and with the increased interest which the subject has aroused in England 
of late years, it may be hoped that a solution of the problems connected 
with it will be seriously undertaken ; but no satisfactory result will be 
attained, unless it is approached in a thoroughly critical spirit and 
without the design of supporting foregone conclusions’. Leaving this 
question to others for discussion, I can only state the inference which 
this prayer of S. Clement, considered in the light of probabilities, 
suggests to my own mind. There was at this time no authoritative 
written liturgy in use in the Church of Rome: but the prayers were 
modified at the discretion of the officiating minister. Under the 
dictation of habit and experience however these prayers were gradually 
assuming a fixed form. A more or less definite order in the petitions, 
a greater or less constancy in the individual expressions, was already 


1 See Afost. Const. vii. 6—10, where 
the deacon invites the congregation again 
and again to pray éxrevids, éru éxrevds, 
Ere éxrevéorepov. Comp. Liturg. S. Chrys. 
p- 122 (ed. Neale) ry éxrevq ravrny 
ixeolav mpoodéeat 

* Such an investigation must include 


a careful study of the prayers of the 
Synagogue with a view to ascertaining 
their antiquity. Some of the parallels 
to S. Clement’s prayer which will be 
noticed below in the Addenda are 
strongly suggestive of a connexion. 
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‘perceptible. As the chief pastor of.the Roman Church would be the 
main instrument in thus moulding the liturgy, the prayers, without 
actually being written down, would assume in his mind a fixity as 
time went on. When therefore at the close of his epistle he asks 
his readers to fall on their knees and lay down their jealousies and 
disputes at the footstool of grace, his language naturally runs into those 
antithetical forms and measured cadences which his ministrations in 
the Church had rendered habitual with him when dealing with such a 
subject. This explanation seems to suit the facts. The prayer is not 
given as a quotation from an acknowledged document, but as an 
immediate outpouring of the heart; and yet it has all the appearance 
of a fixed form. This solution accords moreover with the notices 
which we find elsewhere respecting the liturgy of the early Church, 
which seem to point to forms of prayer. more or less fluctuating even 
at a later date than this’. 

6. Again fresh light is thrown on the doctrinal teaching of S. Clement 
by this discovery. The genuineness of the passage relating to the 
Holy Trinity, quoted by S. Basil as from Clement (see above p. 168), 
was questioned by many. The hesitation was due chiefly to the 
assumption that this very definite form of words involved an ana- 
chronism ; and it was partially justified by the fact that several spurious 
writings bearing the name of Clement were undoubtedly in circulation 
in the fourth century when Basil wrote. The passage however has 
a place in the genuine epistle; and though, as S. Basil says, it is 
expressed adpxaixsdrepov, i.e. with a more primitive simplicity than the 
doctrinal statements of the third and fourth century, yet it is much 
more significant in its context than the detached quotation of this 


1 Justin Afol. i. 64 (p. 98 E) kat ¢ its context here, it certainly suggests that 


mpocoTws ebxas ouolws Kal edyapiortas, 
6on Stvaputs a’t@, dvaréure. We 
cannot indeed be certain from the ex- 
pression 607 d¥vaus itself that Justin is 
referring to unwritten forms of prayer, 
for it might express merely the fervency 
and strength of enunciation ; though in 
the passage quoted by Bingham (Christ. 
Ant. xiii. 5. 5) from Greg. Naz. Orat. iv. 
§ 12 (I. p. 83) pepe, don ddvams, dyviod- 
pevor Kal owuara Kal wuxyas. Kat play 
dvadaBdrres pwvyy x. 7. ., the bon dtva- 
pus has a much wider reference than to 
the actual singing of the Song of Moses, 
as he takes it. But in connexion with 


the language and thoughts of the prayers 
were dependent on the person himself: 
as e.g. in Afol. i. 55 (p. 90) did Novyou 
Kal oxnmaros ToD pawopdvou, don Sivams, 
mporpewapevor tuds K. T. . (comp. 1. 13, 
p. 60). This is forty or fifty years 
after the date of Clement’s letter. In 
illustration of doy dvvayus Otto refers to 
Tertullian’s phrase (AZol. 39), quoting 
it however incorrectly, ‘Ut quisque...de 
proprio ‘ingenio potest, provocatur in me- 
dium Deo canere.’ The force of don 
dvvapus may be estimated from its occur- 
rences in Orig. ¢. Cels. Vv. I, 51, 53, 58, 
vill. 35. 
18—2 
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father would have led us to infer. ‘As God liveth,’ writes Clement, 
‘and the Lord Jesus Christ liveth, and the Holy Ghost, (who are) the 
faith and the hope of the elect, so surely etc.” The points to be ob- 
served here are twofold. First; for the common adjuration in the Old 
Testament, ‘as the Lord (i.e. Jehovah) liveth,’ we find here substituted 
a form which recognizes the Holy Trinity. Secondly; this Trinity is 
declared to be the object or the foundation of the Christian’s faith 
and hope. On the other hand, our recently discovered authorities 
throw considerable doubt on the reading in an earlier passage of the 
epistle (§ 2), where the Divinity of Christ is indirectly stated in the 
almost patripassian language of which very early patristic writings 
furnish not a few examples. Where Clement speaks of ‘ His sufferings’ 
(ra. robrjpara. airod), our new authorities agree in substituting ‘Christ’ 
(rod Xpucrod), as the person to whom the pronoun refers, in the place 
of ‘God’ (rod @eod) which stands in the Alexandrian ms. This various 
reading will be discussed in its proper place. 

7. Lastly; the discovery of the Syriac Version throws some light 
on the canonical reception of the epistle. Not without some hesitation, 
I expressed an opinion in the earlier part of this work (p. 21) that a 
Syrian Christian would probably understand by the two Epistles of 
Clement the spurious letters in praise of Virginity. I am still disposed 
to think that this was the case in the fourth and fifth centuries, to which 
I was referring. But our ms shows that at a later date the Epistles 
to the Corinthians were not only known to the Syrian Church but also 
treated by some persons as strictly canonical. With the evidence 
which is now before us we are able to trace the following stages in 
their progress towards full canonicity. 

(1) The genuine Epistle of Clement was read from time to time 
on Sundays in the Church of Corinth to which it was addressed (see 
above pp. 3, 11). Our information on this point relates to about 
A.D. 170. This reading however did not imply any canonicity; for 
Dionysius bishop of Corinth, to whom we are indebted for the infor- 
mation, tells us at the same time that his Church purposes doing 
the same thing with a second letter of the Roman Church which they 
had only just received when he wrote (Euseb. H. £. iv. 23). 

(2) ‘This practice was extended from the Church of Corinth to ~ 
other Christian communities. Eusebius, in the first half of the fourth 
century, speaks of this epistle as ‘having’ been publicly read in 
very many Churches both formerly and in his own time’ (HZ £. iii. 16 


2. , b} a 
év mielorats exxAnoias ext Tod Kowod Sedynnocrevpévyv mada Te Kat Kal? 
MGS avTOUs). 
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(3) For convenience of reading, it would be attached to mss of 
the New Testament. But, so far as our evidence goes, this was not 
_ done until two things had first happened. (a) On the one hand, the 
Canon of the New Testament had for the most part assumed a definite 
form in the mss, beginning with the Gospels and ending with the 
Apocalypse. (é) On the other hand, the so-called Second Epistle of 
Clement had become inseparably attached to the genuine letter, so 
that the two formed one body. I shall endeavour to give an explana- 
tion of this attachment, when I come to speak of the Second Epistle. 
Hence, when we find our epistle included in the same volume with 
the New Testament, it carries the Second Epistle with it, and the 
two form a sort of appendix to the Canon. This is the case with the 
Alexandrian Ms in the middle of the fifth century, where they stand 
after the Apocalypse, i.e. after the proper close of the sacred volume— 
thus occupying the same position which in the earlier Sinaitic ms is 
occupied by other apocryphal matter, the Epistle of Barnabas and the 
Shepherd of Hermas. 

(4) It was an easy stage from this to include them among the 
Books of the New Testament, and thus to confer upon them a patent 
of canonicity. Uncritical transcribers and others would take this 
step without reflexion. This is done by the scribe of A in his table 
of contents (see above, p. 22 Sq.). 

It is interesting to observe, though the fact seems to have been 
overlooked, that the treatment in the Alexandrian Ms exactly accords 
with the language of the 85th Apostolical Canon as read in the Coptic 
Churches. The Books of the New Testament are there given as ‘The 
Four Gospels...... the Acts of us the Apostles; the two Epistles of 
Peter ; the three of John; the Epistle of James, with that of Judas ; the 
fourteen Epistles of Paul; the Apocalypse of John; the two Epistles 
of Clement which ye shall read aloud’’ Here the several divisions 


‘ The Apostolic Constitutions or Canons of 
the Apostles in Coptic, London 1848. 
This Memphitic version however was 
not made directly from the Greek, but 
is a very recent and somewhat barbarous 


1 The Coptic form of the Apostolical 
Canons is preserved in both the great 
dialects of the Egyptian language. The 
Thebaic is found in a Ms recently ac- 
quired by the British Museum, Orient. 


1320. I shall give an account of this 
ms (which has not been noticed hitherto) 
in the Addenda to this volume, for it 
throws another ray of light on the dark 
question of the history of the Afostolical 
Constitutions. The Memphitic is pub- 
lished by Tattam in the volume entitled 


translation from the previously existing 
Thebaic Version. ‘The concluding words 
of the clause quoted stand in the The- 
baic TCITEMEMICTOAHIIRAHMHC * - 
eretneoujorgrhoaA, which I have 
translated in the text; in the Memphitic, 
as given by Tattam (p. 211), Thy swems- 
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of the New Testament occur in the same order as in A, though 
the Catholic Epistles are transposed among themselves’; moreover 
the Clementine Epistles are placed after the Apocalypse, as in that ms; - 
and, as a reason for adding them, it is stated that they were to be read 
publicly*. : 

(5) Their canonicity being assumed, it remained to give practical 
effect to this view, and to place them in a position consistent with it. 
In other words, they must be transferred from the appendix to the 
body of the New Testament. The only known document, which has 
actually taken this step, is our Syriac Version, where they are attached 
to the Catholic Epistles. The date of this ms (a.p. 1170) throws 
some light on the matter. 

It has been observed above (p. 12), that the general silence about 
the Epistles of S. Clement in the older discussions on the Canon 
of Scripture seems to show that their claims to canonicity were not 
considered serious enough to demand refutation. In the 85th and 
last of the Apostolical Canons however the case is different. If the 
existing Greek text of this Canon may be trusted, this document not 
only admits them to a place among the Scriptures, but ranges them 
with the Catholic Epistles. The list of the New Testament writings runs 
as follows ; ‘ Four Gospels,...... ; of Paul fourteen Epistles ; of Peter two 
Epistles ; of John three ; of James one; of Jude one; of Clement two 
Epistles ; and the Constitutions (Svarayat) addressed to you the bishops, 
through me Clement in eight books, which ought not to be published to 


CTOAH MaRAHMHC EéTeTEMONIOT 
ex ehoa, which he renders ‘the two 
Epistles of Clemens, which you read out 
Die 

In the Arabic Version of this Canon, 
Brit. Mus. Add. 7211, fol. 22 b (dated 
A.D. 1682), in like manner the 14 Epis- 
tles of S, Paul are followed by the Reve- 
lation, and the Revelation by the ‘Two 
Epistles of Clement, and they are one 
book.’ After this comes the clause about 
the Apostolic Constitutions, substantially 
the same as in the Greek Canon. This 
is an Egyptian ms. In the Carshunic 
MS, Add. 7207, fol. 27b (A.D. 1730), 
which is of Syrian origin, the Apocalypse 
is omitted, so that the Epistles of Clement 
are mentioned immediately after the 14 
Epistles of St Paul. Here again follows 


a clause relating to the eight books of 
the Apostolic Constitutions. 

1 The order of the Catholic Epistles 
among themselves is the same also in the 
Greek 85th Canon. It may have been 
determined either by the relative impor- 
tance of the Apostles themselves, or by 
the fact that the Epistles of S. James and 
S. Jude were accepted as canonical in the 
church from which the list emanated, at 
a later date than 1 Peter and r John. 

2 The clause about reading aloud seems 
to refer solely to the Epistles of Clement. 
At least this restriction is suggested by 
the connexion, as well as by comparison 
with a somewhat similar clause relating 
to Ecclesiasticus which closes the list of 
the Old Testament writings. But on this 
point there must remain some uncertainty. 
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all (&s od xp1) Snpootedew emt réyrwv), owing to the mystical teaching in 
them (dia ra év avrais pvorika) ; and the Acts of us the Apostles’ Some 
doubt however may reasonably be entertained whether the words KAjev- 
ros émurro\al Svo are not a later interpolation. In the first place, the 
form is somewhat suspicious. As these Clementine letters range with 
the Catholic Epistles, we should not expect a repetition of émorodat ; 
and, as Clement is the reputed author of the Canons, we should expect 
éuod KAypevros, so that the obvious form would be ‘Of me Clement 
two?” On this point however I should not lay any stress, if the 
external evidence had been satisfactory. But the subsequent history of 
this Canon tends to increase our suspicions. The Trullan Council 
(a.D. 692) in its 2nd Canon adopts ‘the 85 Canons handed down to 
us in the name of the holy and glorious Apostles,’ adding however 
this caution; ‘But seeing that in these Canons it hath been com- 
manded that we should receive the Constitutions (Svarafes) of the 
same holy Apostles, (written) by the hand of Clement, in which certain 
spurious matter that is alien to godliness hath been interpolated long 
ago by the heterodox to the injury of the Church, thus obscuring for us 
the goodly beauty of the divine ordinances, we have suitably rejected 
such Constitutions, having regard to the edification and safety of the 
most Christian flock, etc.*? Here no mention is made of the Epistles 
of Clement; and therefore, if the Trullan fathers found them in their 
copy of the 85th Apostolical Canon, they deliberately adopted them as 
part of the Canonical Scriptures. The Canons of this Trullan Council 
were signed by the four great patriarchs of the East. The Council 
itself was and is regarded by the Eastern Church as a General Council’. 


from the former. The Canon in question 
is the 81st in the former, the 79th in the 
latter. A third Syriac Ms Add. 14,527 
(about the xith cent.; ib. p. 1036) 
follows the last as corrected and reads ‘of 
him Clement.’ I owe these facts to the 
kindness of Prof. Wright, who also in- 
vestigated the readings of the Aithiopic, 
Carshunic, and Arabic MSS for me, as 


1 Ueltzen Const. Apost. p. 253- 

2 Beveridge (Syod. 1. ii. p. 40) re 
marks on the difference between the 
mention of Clement in the two cases. 
He argues from it that different persons 
are meant. 

In the Syriac copy, Brit. Mus. Add. 
14,526 fol. ga (a MS of the VII th cent., 
and probably written soon after A.D. 6413 


see Wright’s Catalogue p. 1033) it is ‘of 
me Clement two Epistles.’ In another 
Syriac copy, Add. 12,155, fol. 205 b 
(apparently of the vil th cent.; 20. pp. 
921, 949) the scribe has first written ‘ of 
me Clement,’ and has corrected it ‘of 
him Clement’ ( altered into OLS): 
This seems to be a different translation 


given elsewhere in my notes, pp. 274, 
278 In the Syriac MS from which 
Lagarde has published his text (Rel. Fur. 
Eccl. Ant. Syr. 1856 p. 20) the form 
exactly follows the Greek, * Of Clement 
two Epistles.’ 

3 Bevereg. Sysod. 1. p. 158. 

4 The Trullan or Quinisextine Council 
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From this time forward therefore the Epistles of Clement would be- 
come an authoritative part of the New Testament for the Christians 
of the East. How comes it then, that not a single ms of the Greek 
Testament among many hundreds written after this date includes them 
in the sacred volume? But this is not all. About the middle of the 
eighth century John of Damascus gives a list of the New Testament 
Scriptures (de Fid. Orthod. iv. 17, Op. 1. p. 284, Lequien). It ends: 
“Of Paul the Apostle fourteen Epistles ; the Apocalypse of John the 
Evangelist ; the Canons of the Holy Apostles by the hand of Clement’ 
(kavdves THV ayiwv amoctéAwy dua KXyjpevtos). Here is no mention of 
Clement’s Epistles. But one ms, Reg. 2428, which exhibits inter- 
polations elsewhere, inserts a mention of them, reading the last 
sentence Kavoves TOv aylwy drocroAwy Kal émiotoAat dvo Sia KAz- 
pevros, where the very form of the expression betrays the insertion. 
This interpolation is significant; for it shows that there was a dis- 
position in some quarters to introduce these epistles into the Canon, 
and that ancient documents were tampered with accordingly’. Again, 
in the Stichometria attached to the Chronographia of Nicephorus, 
patriarch of Constantinople (ta.p. 828), though itself perhaps of an 
older date, the Epistles of Clement are not placed among the un- 
doubted scriptures, nor even among the disputed books of the Canon, 
among which the Epistle of Barnabas and the Gospel of the Hebrews 
have a place, but are thrown into the Apocrypha*®. Again, a little 
later we have the testimony of another patriarch of Constantinople, 
the great Photius, who died towards the close of the ninth century. 
In his edition of the Momocanon® (Tit. iii. cap. ii, Op. rv. Pp. 1049 sq., 
ed. Migne) he mentions the 85th Apostolical Canon as an authority 
on the subject of which it treats. Yet elsewhere he not only betrays 
no suspicion that these Clementine Epistles are canonical, but speaks 
in a manner quite inexplicable on this hypothesis. In one passage 


was commonly called the ‘Sixth’ Coun- part of the genuine text, though he speaks 
cil by the Greeks, being regarded as a __hesitatingly. But seeing that this ms 
supplement to that Council; Hefele Con- stands alone and that it is, as Lequien 
ciliengeschichte U1. p.299. The ythGene- _ says, ‘interpolatus varie’ in other parts, 
ral Council (the Second of Niczea, A.D. 787) the spuriousness of these words can hardly 
adopted both the Apostolical Canons _ be considered doubtful. 
themselves and the Canons of the Trullan * Westcott Canon p. 552 sq. (ed. 4), 
Council as a whole (see Hefele s. p. 443); | Credner Zur Gesch. des Kanons p. 97 8q- 
and thus they were doubly confirmed as 8 On the relation of the Momocanon of 
the law of the Greek Church, Photius to earlier works of the same 
1 Harnack (Pref. xli, ed, 2) seems name, see Hergenréther Photius Ut p- 
disposed to accept kai émiorodal d¥o as 92 sq. 


TO THE CORINTHIANS. 207 


of his Bibliotheca (Cod. 113) he incidentally repeats the statement of 
Eusebius (without however mentioning his name), that the First. 
Epistle was at one time ‘considered worthy of acceptance among 
many, so as even to be read in public’ (rapa zoddois azrodoyys 
HE8On ws Kat Synpocia avaywuoxerGoa), whereas ‘the so-called Second 
Epistle is rejected as spurious’ (ws vd8os dmodoxiyaferar). In another 
(Cod. 126) he records reading the two epistles, apparently for the 
first time; he treats them exactly in the same way as the other books 
of which he gives an account ; he criticizes them freely ; he censures 
the First, not only for its faulty cosmography, but also for its defective 
statements réspecting the Person of Christ; he complains of the 
Second, that the thoughts are tumbled together without any continuity; 
and he blames both in different degrees for quoting apocryphal say- 
ings ‘as if from the Divine Scripture.’ Moreover, his copy of these 
Clementine Epistles was not attached to the New Testament, but 
(as he himself tells us), was bound up in a little volume with the 
Epistle of Polycarp’. 

For these reasons it may be questioned whether the Clementine 
Epistles were included in the Greek catalogue of the 85th Apostolic 
Canon, as ratified by the Trullan Council’, though they are found in 


1 Tt is true that the procedure of the 
Trullan Council in this respect was very 
loose. It confirmed at the same time 
the Canons of the Councils of Laodicea 


have adopted these Clementine Epistles 
into their Canon carelessly, as that (if 
they had done this) the fact should have 
been ignored for several centuries. 


and Carthage, though the Canons of 
Carthage contained a list of the Canonical 
books not identical with the list in the 
Apostolical Canons, and this may also 
have been the case with the Laodicean 
Canons (see Westcott Canon p. 434, ed. 
4). ‘But these Canons were confirmed 
en bloc along with those of other Coun- 
cils and individual Fathers; and no in- 
dication is given that their catalogues of 
scriptural books came under review. On 
the other hand not only are the Apos- 
tolical Canons placed in the forefront and 
stamped with a very emphatic approval, 
- but their list of scriptural books is made 
the subject of a special comment, so that 
its contents could not have been over- 
looked. The difficulty however is not so 
much that the Trullan Council should 


2 This inference will seem the more 
probable, when it is remembered that 
the list of the New Testament writings in 
the 85th Apostolical Canon occurs in 
several other forms, in which the Clemen- 
tine Epistles are differently dealt with. 

(i) The Egyptian form has been given 
already (p. 273). Here the Apocalypse is 
inserted, and the two Clementine Epistles 
are thrown to the end. No mention is 
made of the Apostolic Constitutions. 

(ii) Harnack (Preef. p. xlii, ed. 2) has 
given another form of this Greek list 
which was copied by Gebhardt from a 
Moscow Ms of the 15th century, Bibl. 
S. Synod. cxlix, fol. 160 b, where the New 
Testament writings are enumerated as 
follows; Tis dé kauwis duabyans BiBla 5’. 
émarodai Ilérpou B’. “Iwdpyvou zpels. Taku. 
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Syriac copies of an earlier date. But in the 12th century the case is 
different. At this date, and afterwards, the Greek canonists no longer 
pass them over in silence. Alexius Aristenus, ceconomus of the Great 
Church at Constantinople (c. A.D. 1160), repeats this list of the 85th 
Canon, expressly naming ‘the two Epistles of Clement,’ and mention- 
ing the rejection of the Constitutions by the Trullan Council (Bevereg. 
Synod, i. p. 53); and more than a century and a half later, Matthzeus 
Blastaris (c, A.D. 1335, Syafagma B. 11) interprets the second Trullan 
Canon as including the Clementine Epistles in the same condemnation 
with the Constitutions’. This is certainly not the case; but it shows 
to what straits a writer was driven, when he felt obliged to account 
for the conflict between the current text of the 85th Apostolical Canon 


and the universal practice of his Church. 
It will thus be seen that the only author who distinctly accepts 


the two Clementine Epistles as canonical is Alexius Aristenus. 


Bov Iovéa pia. Kndrjuevros a’. Tlavdou 
émicrodat 16’. The context shows de- 
cisively that this Moscow list is taken from 
the 85th Apostolical Canon. The word 
evdayyedla seems to have been left out 
after B.B\ia by homeeoteleuton; and 
Acts is perhaps omitted from carelessness 
owing to its position at the end of the 
list in the Canon itself. The omission of 
the Second Clementine Epistle is the 
remarkable feature here. 

(iii) The three 2¢hiopic Mss, Brit. 
Mus. Orient, 481 (xvitth cent.), Orient. 
796 (about A.D. 1740), Orient. 793 (about 
the same date as the last), after the 
Apocalypse, name the eight books of 
the Ordinances of Clement (i.e. the 
Apostolic Constitutions) and do not men- 
tion the Epistles of Clement at all. On 
the other hand the Aithiopic text of the 
Canons as printed by W. Fell (Cazones 
Afostolorum Athiopice p. 46, Lips. 1871) 
repeats the list as it stands in the Coptic 
{see above, p. 273), ending ‘Abukalamsis, 
i.e. visio Ioannis, duze Epistolz Cle- 
mentis’; and the A‘thiopic Ms Brit. Mus. 
Orient. 794 (xv th cent.) ends similarly, 
though the number of Clement’s Epistles 
is not mentioned. Again the independent 


His 


list in the Ms Add. 16,205, (described 
by Dillmann Catal. Cod. AEthiop. Brit. 
Mus. p. 40), has them, but in a different 
position, ending ‘...Epistola Iudz, Cle- 
mentis Epistole 2, Apocalypsis, Pauli 
14.’ In other independent lists, 4dd. 
16,188 (described by Dillmann 1. c. p. 4) 
and Orient. 829, the Epistles of Clement 
are omitted. On the A®thiopic recen- 
sions of the <Afostolic Canons, and on 
different Ethiopic lists of the Biblical 
books, see Dillmann in Ewald’s Sahr- 
biicher, 1852, p. 144 Sq. 

An account of Arabic and Carshunic 
MSS is given above, p. 274. 

Generally it may be said that this 
Canon is altered freely so as to adapt it 
to the usage of particular Churches, 
Still the normal Greek form is the best 
supported, as being confirmed by the 
Syriac Mss, which are the most ancient . 
of all. 

1 Bevereg. Synod. 1. ii. -p. 56 ds 88 
mpoarlOnor Sida ToO KXijmevros Sv0 éricro- 
Ads Kal rds movnbeloas rovrw diardéecs 
Tov aroord\wy UoTepov 6 THS guvdsou Sev- 
TEpos Kavu dieypayev, ws mod Td vo0ov 
mpos Thy alperixhy kal mapéyypamrov deea- 
pévas, 
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work was written within a few years of the date of our Ms (A.D. 1170), 
and its authority stood very high. It would perhaps be over bold to 
assume that the influence of Aristenus was felt in a Syrian monastery 
at Edessa; but at all events the coincidence of date is striking, and 
seems to show a tendency to the undue exaltation of these Clementine 
Epistles in the latter half of the twelfth century. There is no reason 
however for thinking that our Ms represents more than the practice 
of a very restricted locality, or perhaps of a single monastery. Several 
other Syriac mss, either of the Gospels or of Evangelistaries, are in 
existence, dating not many years before or after this, and written 
(in some instances) on this same Mountain of Edessa’; and if on 
examination of these it should be found, as seems not unlikely, that 
the table of lessons in our MS is unique, the fact will not be unim- 
portant in its bearing on the canonicity here ascribed to the Clementine 
Epistles. 


1 At least in one instance, the Paris 1212 and the place ‘ Coenobium Deipare, 
MS described by Adler (Vov. Test. Vers. cui cognomen est Hospitium, in monte 
Syr. p. 58), of which the date is A.D. sancto Edessee,’ 
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ALL deviations from the text of C are recorded in the notes, except a 
few differences of accent and punctuation which are unimportant. The 
v épeAxvorixcy however is uniformly inserted, though wanting in C; see 


above, p. 226. 
For the rule which has been observed in recording or omitting to 


record the deviations of S, see above, p. 240. 


ero Pio ie: 


OF CLEMENT. 


ANO @N fap HAIKOYN NHTT/O0YC, PONEYOHCONTAI, KAI 


€ZeTAcmMOc AceBeic OAEl O AE EMOY AKOYWN KATACKHNWCE! 


é€m €ATIAI TETIOIOWC, Kal Hcyydcel APdBac 470 TANTOC KAKOF. 


LVIIL. ‘Yraxovowper ovv TH Travayiw Kat évddEw 


> , > lo / 
ovouaTe avTov, cuyorvTes 


\ a 
Tas TpOetonuevas dua THs 


, ~ > A 5) , ee WA 
codias Tots arveovow dreias, wa KaTaoKnvwow"eEV 


2 ékeracpos doeBels ddel] inguisitio impiorum perdit tpsos S. 


3 memos] 


confidens S, using the same expression which occurs just below (§ 58) as the render- 


ing of wemoiOdres: om. C. See the lower note. 
In § 35 wavdyuos is fully rendered. 


ayly. 


I. av@ ov x.7-A.| Thecontinuation 
of the quotation Prov. i. 32, 33, from 
the LXx. See above, p. 167. 

2. éferaopos] ‘enguiry’, ‘investi- 
gation’, i.e. ‘trial and judgment’, 
as in Wisd. iv. 6 The Hebrew 
however is mow, ‘security’, i.e. 
“false confidence’; which the LXxX 
translators seem either to have mis- 
read or to have connected with Sw, 
‘to ask, enquire’. In the earlier 
part of the verse the Lxx departs 
widely from the Hebrew. 

3. memoiOas|] This word does not 
occur in the great MSS of the Lxx 
(SAB) ; nor indeed, so far as I know, 
is the reading catacknvece em (v. 1. 
év) édmidt merotOes found in any MS 
of this version, though dvamavcera 
ev eipnvn memolOes appears in place of 
it in no. 248 (Holmes and Parsons), 
this last being a Hexaplaric reading 
(see Field’s Hexafla, ad loc.). Clem. 
Alex. however clearly so quotes it, 
Strom. ii. 22 (p. 501 sq.) 7 mavaperos 
Sodia deyer’ ‘O Se epov dxovoy Kara- 
oxnvacerem edmids merovbas’ 4 yap Ths 
édridos aroKkardoracts Opovipes eAtis 
eipnrar’ dia [1. do] rod Karacknydces 
th réEer mayKdhos mpooéOnke TO Tle- 
mowles ; though elsewhere, Szrozm. ii. 8 
(p. 449), iv. 23 (p. 632), he has 


dvaratvcerat én’ eipyyys (-vy) memobas. 


4 tavayly] S translates as if 
5 puyédvres] pevyoures (?) S. 


It is clear that memoOds is genuine 
in the text of our Clement; since he 
dwells upon it in the beginning of 
the next chapter, xaracknvdcoper 
merrolOores k.t.A. For other examples 
of this manner of emphasizing the 
key-word of a quotation see the 
Addenda on p. 144, 1. 3. From the 
manner in which Clem. Alex. begins 
his quotation from Prov. i. 33, it may 
perhaps be inferred that the passage 
of his elder namesake was in his mind. 
. LVIII. ‘Let us therefore obey, 
that we may escape these threatened 
judgments, and dwell in safety. Re- 
ceive our counsel, and you will never, 
have occasion to regret it. As surely 
as God liveth, he that performeth 
all His commandments shall have 
a place among them that are saved 
through Jesus Christ, through whom 
is the glory unto Him for ever’. 

4. mavayio] So also above, § 35. 
See the note in the Addenda to 
p: 116, L 3. 

5. tis copias] Wisdom is re- 
presented as the speaker in the pas- 
sage of Proverbs just quoted. More- 
over this name Sodia was given to 
the whole book; see above, p. 165. 

6. karacknvocoper] ‘dwell in peace’. 
As the common LxxX rendering of 
{2”, for which purpose it was chosen 
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\ \ A ~ tA >’ - 
merowlores ert TO CoWTATOY THS peyadwovyns auvTOV 
ij \ A as \ af 
dvoua. SeEacbe tiv cupBovrnvy Tywv, Kat Coat 
> / eon % e \ \ e , 
duerapeAnta vuiv. G yap 6 Oeos Kat Gi 6 Kupios 

lol A - \ / ef , 

"Incovs Xpiatos Kal TO mvEUa TO ayLoV, n TE MOTIS 
\ e 2, \ Ca) 2 ° 4 e , > 
Kal 4 é€Amls TwWY EKAEKTWY, OTL O TOlNTaS EV 
a , Ms * 
voppoavvy per é€xTevous éenkelas aueTapeAnTWs TA 

A lo lod , \ 4 
Uo Tov Oeov Sedopeva OikalwuaTa Kal TpOTTAaYypaTa, 
ce \ ig ot > A \ 
ouTos évTeTaypévos Kat EANOYIOS ETTAL Els TOV dp.Ouov 


TATEL- 


1 éousrarov] S renders as if Sovov, but the translator’s practice elsewhere in 
rendering superlatives is so uncertain, that no inference can be drawn as to the 


reading. 


doubtless in part owing to the simi- 
larity of sound (see the note on peapo- 
oxomnbév, § 41), it implies the idea of 
‘rest, peace’. 

3.  dyerayéAnta] A somewhat 
favourite word of Clement, §§ 2, 54. 
So dperapedjrws, below. For the 
plural see Kiihner Gramm. 11. p. 59Sq. 

(i yap k.r.d.] This passage is quoted 
by S. Basil, de Spir. Sanct. 29 (In. 
p. 61): see above, p. 168, where the 
quotation is given. For the form of 
adjuration (7 6 Geds...0re, ‘As surely 
as God liveth...so surely’, comp. 
¢f Kipwos ort...which occurs frequently 
in the LXx, e.g. 1 Sam. xx. 3, XXVi. 
16, xxix. 6, 1 Kings xxii. 14, 2 Kings 
v. 20, etc. So too Rom. xiv. 11 
CG eye, éyes Kupios, dre epol K.7.A. 
(where S. Paul is quoting loosely 
from Is. xlv. 23, combining it how- 
ever with the (6 éyd x7rA. of Is. 
xlix. 18); comp. 2 Cor. i. 18, and see 
Fritzsche Rom, Il. p. 242 Sq., II. 
p. 187. For a similar reference to 
the Trinity see above, § 46. Here 
They are described as ‘the faith and 
hope (i.e. the object of faith and 
hope) of the elect’; for 7 re miotis 
«7A. are obviously in apposition to 


2 tpav] add. ddedpol[uov] S. 


3 kal ¢9] So too S; Basil omits 


the preceding words. For éAris, 
meaning‘ the object of hope’, see the 
note onIgn. Magn. 11 "Incod Xprorod 
ris édi8os pay; comp. I Tim. i. I. 
On the other hand the sense of riotis 
is different in Ign. Smyrna 10 9 
rerela miotis, "Inoods Xpiords (see 
the note there). : 

5. rav éxdexrar]’ A favourite 
word with Clement, §$ 1, 2, 6, 46, 49, 
52, 59- 

6. per’ éxrevods eémtecxeias] The 
phrase occurs again below, § 62. It 
is a sort of oxymoron, or verbal para- 
dox, like ‘strenua inertia’, ‘lene tor- 
mentum’; for émeixeca involves the 
idea of ‘concession’: comp. I Thess. 
iv. II qidorpeicbar jovxdgew. So 
Greg. Naz. Orat. iv. 79 (I. p. 116), 
speaking of Julian’s persecution, says 
émteixas €Biaero. The substantive ém- 
eixeta occurs also §§ 13, 30, 56: the 
adjective émueikns, I, 21,29. The fre- 
quency of these words aptly indicates 
the general spirit of the letter: see 
the note on § 1. 

8. .€AAoyipos] used here, as in 
§ 57, for those who have a place 
among the elect of God: see also 
§ 44,62. Comp. Plato PAzled. 17 E 
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> ae \ - a e a 
Tav cwomevwy Sia ’Inood Xpirrov, dS’ ov eat avTw 
10 iS 5 / > \ IA od oF > , 

7 Oo€a Eis TOUS aiwvas TWY aiwvwY. aun. 

si , fh ~ ial 
LIX. ’E€ay 6€ twes drebyowow Tos vm avTov 
sas ee ~ > / . , e/ / x 
Ov rjue@v eipnpevols, YWwWoKETWOAY OTL TAPATTWOEL Kal 
, na \ y an \ lo 
Kwdive ov pukpe éavros €voncovor, rpmets Se aOwor 
> fi \ if ond 4 
écoucba dro tavTns Tis duapTias’ Kal aitnoopueba, 
> lon \ , \ 4 / \ 
IS€KTEVH THY SENGW Kal iKediay ToLoOVpEVOL, OTWS TOV 


° \ \ y a cr ~ 
doduov Tov KarnpiOunévoy Tay ékAEeKTwY avTOU €v 


this second {7. 
the next. 


ovk edAoytpov ods evaprOpor. 

rov dpiOudv] As above §§ 2, 35, 
and below § 59, with the note. 

9. trav calopéevar] ‘of those that 
are in the way of salvation’, as 
Luke xiii. 23, Acts ii. 47, 1 Cor. i. 18, 
2 Cor. ii. 15. The opposite is oi 
drroddvpevor, 1 Cor. i. 18, 2 Cor. ii. 15, 
iv. 3, 2 Thess. ii. 10. Comp. also 
Clem. Hom. xv. 10, Apost. Const. 
viii. 5, 7, 8. In the Afost. Const. 
viii. 5 the words are rov dpiOpov tov 
cofopéevey as here. 

LIX. ‘Ifany disobey our counsels, 
they will incur the greatest peril ; 
while we shall have absolved our- 
selves from guilt. And we will pray 
that the Creator may preserve intact 
the number of His elect through 
Jesus Christ, who called us from 
darkness to light. Open our eyes, 
Lord, that we may know Thee, who 
alone art Holiest of the holy and 
Highest of the high; who settest up 
and bringest low; who bestowest 
riches and poverty, life and death ; 
who art the God of all spirits and of 
all flesh; whose eye is all-seeing, 
and whose power is omnipresent ; 
who multipliest the nations and 
gatherest together Thine elect in 
Christ. We beseech thee, Lord, 
assist the needy, the oppressed, the 


CLEM. 


Kupcos] twice in S, at the end of one line and the beginning of 
4 Kal mpoordypara] om. S. 


feeble. Let all the nations know 
that Thou art God alone, and Jesus 
Christ is Thy Son, and we are Thy 
people, the sheep of Thy pasture’. 

II. am’ avrov] i.e. tov Gcod. In 
the same way they again claim to 
be speaking with the voice of God 
below, § 63 rois id’ jpav yeypappe- 
vos dia TOU ayiov myedparos; Comp. 
§ 56 py) ypiv adda TO Oedjpare rod 
@cod. See also Ign. Philad. 7 ro 
mvedua ov mAavarat, do cod ov... 
€dddovv......8€00 Par7, where a simi- 
lar claim is made. : 

12. mapanrace] ‘fault’, ‘ trans- 
gression’ : Jer. xxii, 21. Comp. Justin 
Dial. 141 (p. 371). It does not occur 
elsewhere in the LXX, nor at all in 
the N.T., though zapdmrepa is com- 
mon. Polybius uses it several times: 
comp. also Sext. Empir. adv. Math. 
1210; 

13. a0da] As above, § 46. For 
the whole expression, Ogos eivat amo 
duaptias, comp. Num. v. 31. 

15. Tov dpOpov x7.A.] See Rev. 
vii. 4. sq. The same phrase Tov ap.o- 
pov Tov eKNEKTOY avTOU has occurred 
already § 2. In one of the prayers 
in the last book of the Afostolic 
Constitutions (viii. 22) we have o rv 
rod Koopov cvotagw Sia Tay evepyou- 
pcvar paveporroimoas Kal Tov dpOpor 
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ad a aed , af e A 
cM TH KooMM SiahvAaEn GOpavaeTrov 6 Symtoupryos 
rn lod ¢ A >. col - 
TwOV aTravTwY Sia TOU Hryarnpévouv raidos avTou *Incou 
i © cat A ig > Cal 

Xpirrot, dt ob éxadewev rjuas amo oKoToUs Eis dus, 
>’ ° > , cal 
dro ayvwotas eis ériyvwow SoEns dvopatos airov. 


1 dOpavorov] add. Deus S. 


Toy €keKTav cov dcapvdarrev, where 
the expression here is combined with 
another which occurs below (§ 60); 
thus clearly showing that the writer 
borrows directly or indirectly from 
Clement. 

I. GOpavorov] The word does not 
occur in the Lxx or N.T. It is 
however not uncommon in classical 
writers: e.g. Dion Cass. lili. 24 
GOpavorov Kal 6ddKAnpov TG Sraddxo 
Tiv modw mapédoxev, which passage 
illustrates its sense here. Comp. 
Apost. Const. viii. 12 dcapvddéns 
doevorov, 

6 Snpeoupyos k.r.d.] The same phrase 
occurs above § 26; comp. § 33. For 
Snptoupyos see the note on § 20. 

2. Tov Hyarnpevov madds Kr.A.] So 
again lower down in this chapter, 
dia "Inood Xpiorod rod , Hyarnpevov 
maidds av, and 'Inoods Xptords 6 mais 
gov. It is worth observing in con- 
nexion with the other coincidences, 
that these expressions 6 #yamnpévos 
(dyarnros) mats cov, 6 mais cov, occur 
several times in the prayers in ‘the 
Apost. Const. viii. 5, 14, 39, 40, 41. 
Comp. also Efist. ad Diogn. 8, 
and Mart. Polyc. 14, where it is 
twice put into the mouth of Poly- 
carp, who was certainly a reader of 
Clement’s Epistle. ‘This designa- 
tion is taken originally from Is, xlii. 1, 
quoted in Matt. xii. 18 i808, 6 mais 
pov ov npérica, 6 ayarnrés pov [eis] 
Ov eddornoev 1 Wuxi) pov; where sais 
is “servant, minister’ (73Y). Comp. 
Acts iii. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30. But the 
higher sense of vids was soof im- 


3 Xpiorod] add. Domini nostri S. 
me S$ but this is doubtless a clerical error in transcribing the Syriac suffix. 


BGs] 
5 Ads 
ported into the ambiguous word mais: 
e.g. Apost. Const. viii. 40 Tov povoye- 
vos cov maidds "Inco Xpicrod, Epist. 
ad Diogn. 8, Iren. iii. 12. 5, 6, etc.; 
and probably Mart. Polyc. 14 6 rod 
dyamnrod adds cov “Inood Xptorod 
matyp. And so Clement seems to 
have used the word here. 

3. éxddecev x.t.X.] From 1 Pet. 
ii. 9 Tod ex oxdrovs pas kadécavros eis 
76 Oavpacrov avrod das. The epithet 
@avpacrév which is wanting here is 
supplied by § 36 (as read in the 
Greek MSS) avaOadd\Xa els rd Oav- 
pacrév [avrod] das, where however 
the epithet is omitted in the Syriac 
and in Clem. Alex. 

4. dyvocias] ‘ stubborn ignorance’, 
a stronger word than ayvoias : comp. 
1 Pet. ii, 15. It occurs also Job 
xxxv. 16, Wisd. xiii. 1, 1 Cor. xv. 34. 
See also Clem. Hom. ii. 6, iii. 47, 
iv. 8, xviii. 13, 18. 

els €riyvoow 86£ys] Comp. Afost. 
Const, viii. 11 6 32d Xptorod xfpvypa 
yooeas Sods juiv eis eriyvaccy ris 
ois d5dEns Kal rod dvdpards cov. 
The language of Clement here seems 
to be inspired by Ephes. i. '5 sq. 

5. €Ami¢e] Some words have been 
omitted in the Greek MS, as the first 
editor has correctly seen. ‘The words 
supplied in the text, Ads piv, Kvpie, 
will suffice. The same omission 
existed also in the text from which 
the Syriac Version was made. In 
consequence of this, cov, ce, we, cov, 
erraidevoas, tytdoas, éryjoas, are there 
altered to avoid the abrupt transition 
from the third person to the second 5 
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‘ a , 5 
[Ads ziutv, Kupie], éAriCew ért to dpxeyovoy rans 
, af if ? / \ > \ lo , 
KTLOEWS OVOUA TOV, dvoieas TOUS dplarpous TNS Kapolas 
HMOY ELS TO YWWOKELY TE, TOV fLOVOY YYICTON EN YYHAOIC 


AriON EN. AriOic ANATIAYOMENON, 


muir, Kiépte] om, CS; see below, 
kapdias] cordiunt S. 7 oe] cum S. 


and at length words are inserted 
before *Agéioduev to introduce the 
second person, On the recurrence 
of lacunz in our authorities see 
above, p. 248. Hilgenfeld gets over 
the difficulty in part by substituting 
dvov€ov for dvoigas: while Gebhardt 
and Harnack deny that the text is 
either defective or corrupt, and at- 
tempt to justify the transition by 
such passages as Acts i, 4, xxiii, 22, 
etc, (see Winer § Ixiii. p. 725). But 
the phenomena of our two authorities 
show that Bryennios was right. 
apxeyovov] i.e. ‘Thy Name which 
was the first origin of all crea- 
tion’, mans xricews being governed 
by dpxeydvov, As an active sense 
is obviously wanted, it must be 
accented dpxeyovoy, not dpxéyovor, 
as by Bryennios: comp. [Aristot.] 
de Mund. 6 (p. 399 Bekker) dua 
Thy aparny kal apxacyovey airiay, 
where again we should accentuate 
apxatoydvov, for the expression is 
Synonymous | with 6 mayrey YE ROY 
te kai yevera@p which follows imme- 
diately after. So too perhaps even 
in Clem, Alex. Strom, vi. 16 (p. 810) 
THY apxeyouov Huépay, for Just below 
it is defined as mpdrny rh dure hords 
yéveosv: but in Clem, Alex. Protr. 
5 (p. 56) 76 wip bs dpxéyovoy oéBovres 
it may be doubtful whether the fire 
is regarded as a principium prin- 
cipians (dpxeyovor), or a principium 
principiatum (dpxéyovoy). In Greg. 
Naz. Of. I. p. 694 we have ro 
épxéyovov oxdros. The word occurs 
also Iren, i. I. 1 (twice), I. 5..2, I 


TOV. TATIEINOJNTA YBPIN 


6 bvoud cov] nomen ejus sanctum S 3 see below. 


bynrots] bplorous C3 see the lower note. 


9, 3, in the exposition of the Va- 
lentinian system, where likewise the 
accentuation may be doubtful. It 
is not found in the Lxx or N. T. 
Editors seem universally to accen- 
tuate it dpyéyovos (see Chandler’s 
Greek Accentuation § 467); but, I 
think, on insufficient grounds. 

6. rovs dP9adpods x.7.d.] suggested 
by Ephes. i. 17 sq. év émuyvdcet av- 
Tov, mePwriopevovs tos opOadpovs 
Tis Kapdlas vpay eis TO e€idévat Vyas 
kA, See also above § 36 jvewybn- 
cay nuav oi opOarpot tHs xKapdias. 
Comp. Mart. Polyc. 2. 

7. ywdokew Kt.) Comp. John 
xvii. 3 va ywookooiy oe Tov povov 
dAnOwov Gecov. 

Syuorov x«.7.A.] From the Lxx Is. 
Ivii. 15 6 Dxuoros 6 év vYnAois Kat- 
olny Tov aiava, ayws é€v adyios 
dvopa atro, Uyuoros €v ayios dva- 
mavopevos. So in the prayer Afost. 
Const. viii. 11 TYynore év UYnrois, dye 
év aylots dvaravopeve, doubtless taken 
from Clement. Similarly the ex- 
pression 6 éy dyios dvamavépevos in 
other liturgies, D. Marc. pp. 13, 27, 
D. Facob. p; 70 (comp. p. 44), S- 
Chrysost. p. 118 (ed. Neale). 

I have substituted vydois, as the 
reading both of the Lxx and of the 
Apost. Const. Moreover the Syriac, 
here translates by the same words, 
NN02 NDND, which render dynoros, 
év vWyAois, in the Hexaplaric Version 
of Is. lvii. 15: thus using two differ- 
ent words. This however is not de- 
cisive in itself. 

8. roy ramewotyra x7t.A.] From 
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YTEPHDANON, TOV MAAYONTA AOricMoyc CONAN, TOV Trol- 
OfNTA TaTEINOYc ele fyoc Kal Toyc YWHAOYC TaNEINOFNTA, 
TOV TAOYTIZONTA Kal TTWYIZONTA, TOV AmOKTEINONTA Kal 
ZAN TolofNTa, movoy €vEepyéTny mvevuaTwv Kal O5eov 
mwaons oapKos, Tov ém1BAéTONTA €N Taic &BYccoIc, TOV 5 
€rontny avOpwrivey épywy, Tov Tav KwovvevoyTwv 
BonOov, Tov Tév dnHATICMEN@N ca@TApa, TOY TaVvTOs 
mvevypuatos KTiaTHy Kal éxicKorov, Tov mAnbvvovTa 


1 e6viv] avopdrwr(=avar) S. 4 bhp wootvyra] redimit et vivificat S. 
evepyérny] evperiy S. 6 ray Kwouvevdvrwr] illorum gui affliguntur S, but it is 
probably a loose paraphrase. Io ce] cum S. II gov] ejus S. auas éwaldev- 
cas, yylacas, érlunoas] instruxit nos et sanctificavit nos et honoravitnosS. *Agwinev 


Is, xiii, 11 DBpw vrepnpdver raret- 
yoo. 

I, tov dtadvovra] Probably from 
Ps. xxxii. 10 dcarkedater Bovdds ebvar, 
aderet Se Aoywrpovs Aawy. 

2. Tov mowovvra K.t.A.] Job v. II 
Tov Towivra tamewwods eis dos Kal 
Gmodwddras é€eyeipovra, Is. x. 33 Ta- 
mewwoOnoovrat of uWndol, Ezek. xxi. 26 
erareivwoas Td vWnddv Kal DWovas 
TO rarewor, 2b. xvii. 24 éyd KUpwos 6 
tarreway Eddov VYyrdv Kal Var Evrov 
tarewov. See also Matt. xxiii. 12, 
Luke xiv, 11, xviii, 14. 

3. Tov mAovrifovra x.r.d.] From 

1 Sam. ii. '7 Kdpuos mrayiter Kal mAov- 
tifes, rarewoi Kal dyvot. Comp. also 
Luke i. 53. 
- Tov droxreivoyta k.r.A.] Deut. xxxii. 
39 €y® droxrevd Kal (hv moma, 
1 Sam. ii.6 Kuptos Oavarot cai Cwoyovel : 
comp. 2 Kings v. 7 6 @ceds éyd rod 
Bavardoa Kai Cworoijoat ; 

4. evepyérnv] Comp. Ps. exv. 7 é- 
miorpeor, Wux7 pov...dre Kipios evnp- 
yérnoé oe. So too Liturg. D. Mare. 
P. 25 Wuxijs evepyéra. 

mvevpatov «t..] Modified from 
Num. xvi, 22, xxvii. 16. See also 
§ 62 (58) Seamérns tréy mvevpdrev Kab 


kUptos mdons capkos, with the parallels 
in the note (p, 169). Comp. Ziturg. 
D. Facob. p.65 prvprOnri, Kipre, 6 Geos 
TOY TvevpaTe@Y Kal Tdons capKés. 

5. Tov émPXérovra K.r.d.] Ecclus. 
xvi. 18, 19, GBvocos kal yj} cadevby- 
govrat év Th émicxony adtod, Gua Ta 
Spy at ra Oepedia rijs yas év TO 
ériBrewa eis avra tpdu@ ovecetovrat. 
Comp. Liturg. S. Basil. p. 156 6 
kaOijpevos emt Opdvov dSdéns xal émt- 
Pr\érev aBicoous. For the unusual 
émBrérew €v, ‘to look into’, or 
‘at’, comp. Eccles. ii, 11, 2 Chron. 
Xvi. 9. 

Tov é€rontny xt.A.] See Ps. xxxii 
(xxxiii). 13, which passage Clement 
may perhaps have had in mind, as 
he has already adopted an earlier 
verse of the same Psalm in this con- 
text. For érémrns comp. 2 Macc. 
Vii, 35 Tod Tavroxpatropos émémrov 
Gcov, Esther v. 1 réyv mdvrev emontny 
Ccov, ; 

6. rov rév kwduvevovrev KTA.] 
Judith ix. 11 é@\arrévey ef BonOos, 
dvridn Trap do bevowvrar,dreyvecpévev 
oKeraotys, dmmAmiopevav corp. For 
drmAmopévor. comp. Is. xxix. 19, 
Esth. iv. ad fin. See also Liturg. 
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of 9 A a \ ’ , —“9) ‘ if \ 9 

€0 én yns Kal ék wavtwy éxreEaduevov Tos adya- 
a , \ a A hrs 

10 rwvTas ce Oia “Incov Xpirtov Tou rryamnpévov matdds 


s > ’ y }; 
gov, OL ov nas érraidevoas, nyiacwas, éTiunoas. 


"AE 


cr , , , ‘ = , 
ouuev oe, SeomoTa, BoHedN yeverOat Kai antiAtimtopa 


MOV. 
€Nenoov’ 


\ 2 , © ° ~ \ \ 

Tous év Oriver nuwy Gwoovs Tos TarrELvoUs 
A , / an 

TOUS TEeTTWKOTAS EVELDOV* Tos SEOMEVOLS 


> , \ > ~ If EN , An 
15 eripavn be Tous deeBeis iacat Tous TNAVWMEVOUS. TOU 
o fe / \ a 
Aaov cou éEriatpevovs yopTacov Tous TEWwYTas* dY- 


x.T-A.] S prefixes e¢ dicemus il cum supplicatione. 
It seems to be required, as Hilg. and Gebh. have seen. 
13 Tovs Tamewovs éXénoov] om. S, owing to the homceoteleuton. 
doeBeis] egrotos (dcGevels or vocovyras?) S; see the lower note, 


émtoTpapngt S. 


D. Mare. p. 17 9 Amis rév amnr- 
muopévav (comp. Liturg. S. Basil. 
p. 166), Act. S. Fheodot. § 21 (in Rui- 
nart) ‘Domine Jesu Christe, spes 
desperaterum’. 

8. mvevparos xtiorny] Zech. xii. I 
Kupwos...1Adooy mvetpa avOparov év 
atrg, Is. lvii, 16 mvetpa map’ epod 
éfededoeras, kal mvony macav éyo 
éroinoa. In Amos iv. 13 we have eyo 
.. .Kri¢ev mvedpa, Where it apparently 
means ‘the wind,’ but might easily 
be understood otherwise. 

éxicxorov] Job x. 12 9 6€ émaxomy 
cov épvirAaké pou 7d mvevpa, I Pet. il. 
25 tov momeva kal émicxomov Tay 
Wuxav vuarv, Wisd. i. 6 6 Ocds...rijs 
kapSlas avrod émiakoros dAnOjs. Comp. 
Liturg. D. Marc. p. 17 émiokore 
maons oapkos. 

II. "Agvodpev x.7.d.} See the prayer 
in the Afost. Const. viii. 12 ére 
d&wdpey oe...0mas mayvtav émikovpos 
yen, tavrov BonOds kat aytiynnrep 
(with the context), which is evidently 
indebted to this passage of Clement. 
Comp. Ps. cxviii (cxix). 114 BonOos 
pov kal dyTiArmrep pov ef ov. 

13. tovs ev Odjyvee K.t.A.] Compare 


12 ce] so apparently S; om. C. 
déamora] Domine bone S. 
15 émupdvn] 


the prayer in Liturg. D. Marc. p. 21 
AvVtrpwoat Secpiovs, e&€Aov Tors 
év dvaykats, wetv@vTas xoptacop, 
OAsyouxotyras mapakadecor, 
memNavnpevous emlatpe oy, ecko- 
Tiopevous Potayoyncoy, TeTTaAKOTAS 
€yetpov, carevopevous atnpitov, ve- 
voonkotas tagcat ......Ppoupos av 
kal dyrtAnmT@p kata mavra yevo- 
fzevos, where the coincidences are 
far too numerous and close to be 


accidental. 


15. aoeBets] Comp. § 3 CfAov ddikoy 
kal doen aveAnhoras. The reference 
in doeBeis is not to unbelievers, but 
to factious and unworthy members of 
the Church. For this word Geb- 
hardt (Zectschr. f. Kirchengesch. p. 
307, and ad loc.) conjectures dadeveis ; 
and this may have been the reading 
of S. But the occurrence of rods 
aobevovvras just below is a serious 
difficulty, and on this account I have 
hesitated about accepting it. It is 
not sufficient to answer with Harnack, 
‘dobevovvtes animo, doGeveis corpore 
imbecilles sunt’; for both words are 
used indifferently either of physical 
or of moral weakness. Supposing 
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“Tpwoai Tous Serpious ja? éLavacrnoov tovs dobe- 
‘voorras’ mapakdNeoov Tos ddLYOYyXOUVTas* PNaTO- 
“CAN Ccrravra Td. é0nH, STi cy ef 6 Oedc moNnoc, Kae 
'Incovs Xpiords 6 mais cov, kat Hmeic Aade coy Kai 
TmpdBata TAC NOMAC Coy. . 

LX, Cv ti dévaov Tod Koeov GioTacivy Sia 
Tov évepryoupevwy épaveporroincas* ov, Kupie, Thy 
‘oikoupéeyny Extiras, 6 mlioTos ev Tagais Tals yeveEeats, 


4 6 mats cov] add. dilectus (6 nyamrnpévos) S. 


dévvdov C} comp. § 20, where C'writes the Word in thé same way: 
{0 6 codpds] codos (oi: 6) S. 


Aujus S, as in other passages; 


that doeBeis Were the original read» 
ing, the rendering of S may re- 
present either do@eveis (a corruption 
of dvéBeis) or vévoonkoras (a substitu- 
tion of a familiar liturgical form, as 
appears from Zz#, D. Marc: p. 21, 
quoted above). The Syriac word 
heré, NANS, is the samé as in the 
Peshito Luke ix. 2 laa rods dode- 
veis (v. 1. daOevodvras). Comp. Polyc. 
Phil. 6 émorrpépovres ta dromerdavn- 
péva, emiokerropevot tovs aabeveis, 
which, so far as it goes, is in favour 
of Gebhardt’s emendation. 

rods mAavwpéevous K.T.A.] Ezek. Xxxiv. 
16 TO memdavnpévov emiatpéyrw (where 
B has rd mAavdjievoy drroorpéWa). 

I. Avrpoaca todis Seopiovs] The 
reference in this and the neighbour- 
ing clauses is doubtless to the vic- 
tims of the persecution under Domi- 
tian; see the note on §r. The care 
ofthe ‘prisoners ’ naturally occupied 
a large space in the attention of 
the early Church in the ages of 
persecution : comp. Heb. x. 34,.xiii. 3, 
and see the note on Ign. Swzyrv. 6. 
A prayer for those working ‘in the 
mines’ is found generally in the 
early liturgies; comp. Apost. Const. 
Vili. 10 Umép tdv év perdddois kal 
efopias kal pudaxais kai Secpois byrwy 


6 0d] add. yap S. dévaov] 
Tod koopov)] add 


xal] om. S. 


Bui TO Svopa tod Kupiov SenOdper, 
Liturg. D. Marc. p. 17 robs év duda- 
kais 7) év perddXots...KaTexouevous mav- 
Tas éAénaov, mavras edevbepwoor, Lit. 
D. Fac. p. 63 poyjoOnri, Kupre...... 
Mpioriavay rév év Seopois, trav év 
udakais, Tov ev alyyarovias kat 
efopiats, ray év perddXots Kai Bacavors 
kat mixpais Sovdeiats Syt@v marépev 
Kal ddeAPar Hudy. 

eEavdornoov x...) Comp. t Thess. 
Vi 14 mapayvdeiode rods édryoWi yous, 
dvréxerbe rév dobevar, quoted by 
Harnack, 

2. yoorwooay xr.d.] I Kings viii. 
60 drws yuo mavres of Aaol ris yis 
Ort Kupios 0 Oeds adros Geds Kal ovx 
forw &rt, 2 Kings xix. 19 yrooorra 
maoat al Baowreia tis ys dre od 
Kuptos 6 ©eds povos (comp. Is. xxxvii. 
20), Ezek. xxxvi. 23 yvdcorrar ra 2Oyn 
dre eyo ely Kipios x... Comp, John 
XVii. 3. 

4. tpeis xt.d.] From Ps, xcix (c). 
2 yvare Sri Kuptos atrds éorw 6 eds... 
tueis [S€] Aads avrod Kal mpdBara rhs 
vonijs adrod: comp, 26. Ixxviii (Lxxix). 
13, xciv (x¢v), 7. 

LX. ‘ Thou didst create all things 
in the beginning. Thou that art 
faithful and righteous and marvellous 
in Thy strength, wise and prudent 
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a x , ; A > ’ ise 4 

dixatos ey Tois Kpiuacw, Oavuaarros év ioxvi Kal meya- 
/ € \ > > : > a 

10 Nomperreta, O Topos ey TH KTiCELY Kal GUVETOS ev TA 


\ “4 / C > \ ro € 
TH YEvoueva EOparat, 6 dyabos ev Tots SpwuEvors Kal 


\ 2 a i ? \ , > a \ > ’ 
TlOTOS EV TOLS memowWoolw €ml GE, EAEHMON KAl OIKTID= 


E af eon \ 2 , Che aon \ \ > , \ 
MON, aes ‘uiv Tas dvoulas Huwy Kal Tas addiKias Kal 


\ , \ / 
TA TapATTWMATA Kat WANnMMENELAS, 


\ , la 
Mn Aoyion Twacav 


€ , U a p) 
15 a@uaptiay SovAwy cov Kal madicxay, dAAA Kabdpiooy 


12 mioros] mitis (benignus), probably xpyords, S. 


purijfica S. See below. 


in Thy creative and sustaining en- 
ergy, beneficent and stedfast to them 
that put their trust in Thee, merciful 
and full of compassion, forgive us 
all our offences. Reckon not every 
sin against Thy servants: but purify 
us with Thy truth and direct our 
steps in holiness. Make Thy face to 
shine upon us, and protect us with 
_ Thy mighty hand and Thine out- 
' stretched arm from them that hate 
us. Give peace to us and to all the 
inhabitants of the earth, as Thou 
gavest to our fathers when ey 
called upon Thee’. 

6.. 30 rh dévaoy k.r.A.] The main 
part of this sentence is borrowed in 
Apost. Const. viii. 22 (quoted above 
on § 59 rov dpiOpov x.t.A.). Comp. 
Wisd. vii. 17 e@S€vat cvoracw Koopou 
kal évépyevav orotxeiov. 

did trav évepyoupevoy «k7.A.] i.e. 
‘didstreveal the inherent constitution 
of the world by the succession of 
external events’; comp. Rom. i. 20. 
The word gavepotoiy is late and 
somewhat rare. 

8. 6 mords «7.A.] Deut. vii. 9 
cbs micros 6 MudAdcoay SiabjKyv...cis 
xAlas yeveds. 

11. édSpdca] Comp. Prov, viii. 25 
mpo Tov dpn éSpacOjvat. 

6 dyabos x.7.X.] i.e. ‘He is benefi- 
cent where His operations can be 


15 Kabdpicov] Kabapets C; 


seen, and He is trustworthy where 
faith takes the place of sight’, The 
contrast here is between the things 
which are actually seen and the 
things which are taken on trust; 
comp. Heb. xl. I éorw dé mictis... 
mpaypateav eAeyxyos ov PBderopévar. 
For dpopévors Hilgenfeld has épo- 
pévois; Harnack and Gebhardt read 
ow operas, the latter having previous- 
ly conjectured dpiopévois (Zectschr. f. 
Kirchengesch. 1. p. 307); Zahn pro- 
poses dovoupevors (Gott. Gel. Anz. 1876, 
p. 1417). There is no sufficient rea- 
son however for questioning the 
text. The idea, and in part the lan- 
guage, is taken from Wisd. xiii, 1, 
€k TOY Opapevayv ayadav ovK toxvoapy 
eidévar Tov ovra ote Tois epyous mpo- 
oxovres eréyvacay Tov rexvirny. The 
language in the latter part of the 
sentence is suggested by Ecclus, ii. 
10 sq. tis éveniorevce Kupio kat 
Karna xvvOn 5 3.. Ovore oikrippav kal  eNer= 
pov 6 Kiptos, kal apinoi dpaprias. 

12. éefjpov x.r.A.] A very frequent 
combination of epithets in the Lxx, 

15. xaOdpicov] This is perhaps the 
simplest emendation of xaGapeis, the 
reading of the MS, which cannot 
stand; caddpicoy having been written 
kaOapevoov, and the two last letters 
having dropped out. Otherwise we 
might read xa@dpys. Bryennios, Hil- 
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Mas TOV kaBapicuov Ths ons adnOeias, Kal KaTeyOYNON 
TA AlaBHMata suov én ScidtHT! Kal SiKaocUvN Kat 
amNOTHTL KapAlac. Topeyec@al KQL TWOIEIN TA KAAA KAT 
eydpecta énamidn Cou Kal évwrioy TweVv apyovTwV 
MOV. 
rim&c ele draed év elpnyn, €is TO oKEracOnvat nuas TH 


vai, d€o7oTa, éTidanon TO Tpédc@mdNn coy éP 5 


cod 7 € 
xelpi coy TH Kpataid Kat .pucOjvae dao maons dpap- 
en ec a 

Tlas 1 Bpayioni coy TH YYHA@? Kal puUca nas 
2 Kat SiKatoovvy Kal adrddryrt] om. C; restored by Bensly from S, which has e 

in justitia et in simplicitate. ‘The omission is due to homeeoteleuton. I have 
not inserted the prepositions, because it is a common practice of S to repeat 
them, where they are not repeated in the Greek; see p. 239. 6 év elpivy] 
pacis S; but this is probably due to an error of Syriac transcription, since a single 
letter (7 for 3) would make the difference. 12 dclws] S; om. C. This use 
of the adverb is characteristic of Clement; otherwise I should have hesitated 
to introduce it on such authority, Gore oWfecOat nuds] om. C S; see below. 


genfeld, and Gebhardt tacitly retain 
xaOapeis. For the expression comp. 
Num. xiv. 18 xaOapiop@ ov xadapiet 
Tov évoxov, quoted by Bryennios. 

I. tis offs dAnOeias] See John 
xvii. 17 adyiavov avrovds év TH adAnbeia 
K.T.A. 5 COMP. XV. 3s 

katevOuvoy k.t.A.] Ps, xxxix (xl). 3 
katrevOuve ta SiaBjpatrd pov, CxViii 
(cxix). 133 ra OvaBymara pov KarevOu- 
vov kara TO Noyiov gov. The phrase 
karevOvye ra dvaBypara occurs also 
Ps, xxxvi (xxxvii). 23, Prov. xx. 24. 
The word d:aBjpara, ‘ steps’, is rare, 
except in the LXxX and writers influ- 
enced by it. 

2. ev dotdrnte K.T-A.] I Kings ix. 4 
od édv mopevOps evariov éuod, Kadds 
eropevOn Aaveld, ev oovornrs kapdias. 

3. woetv x.7.A.] Deut. xiii. 18 
movelv TO KADY Kal TO dpeorov évavTiov 
Kupiov Tod Geod wou: comp, zd. vi. 18, 
Xil. 25, 28, xxi. 9. 

5. eémidavoy] Ps. Ixvi (Ixvil.) 1 
emupavat Td mpdcwstov adtod ep’ nuas : 
comp. £0. xxx (xxxi). 18, Ixxix (Ixxx), 


3, 7, 19, Cxvili (cxix). 135. See also 
Liturg. D. Marc. p. 15. 

6. eis dya6a] See Jer. xxi. 10 
€oTnpika TO mpdcwndv pou emt Thy 
wodwv...00K eis ayaa ; comp. Amos 
ix. 4, Jer. xxiv. 6. For eis dya@é see 
also Gen. 1. 20, Deut. xxx. 9, etc. 
Comp. Liturg. D. Facob. p.. 63 
pune Ont....ravrev eis dyabov. 

oxeracOnva] For this connexion of 
oxerdfey comp. Is. li. 16 dard thy 
oKiay THs yxeipds pov oKerdow ce 
(comp. Wisd. v. 17, xix. 8), Deut. 
XXXill, 27 oxemdoer oe ..vmd loydv 
Bpaxtdvey devawy : and for the anti- 
thetical yep) kparad, Bpaxiont iWnr@, 
Exod. vi. 1, Dewt. iv. 34, v. 15, vii. 
19, ix. 26, xi. 2, xxvi. 8, Jer. xxxix 
(xxxli). 21, Ezek. xx. 33, 34 

9. Tov picovvrer x.r.A.] Comp. 
Justin. AZol. i. 14 (p. Q1) rods ddixws 
pucovvras meidew meipapevor, quoted 
by Harnack. , 

II, émikadoupévoy k.t.A.] Ps. exliv 


(cxlv). 8 maou rots émixadoupevors avrov 


ev aAnOeig. For ev miotet kat ddnOeia 


Lx] 


> \ la v- a , 
@T0 THY pucOUVTwWY ruas adiKws. 
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80 wet \ 
OS Opovolay Kat 


> le nn lod ~ rs a 
10 €Lonvny Mv TE Kal TagW TOLS KaTOLKOVOLY THY YNnV, 


\ / - / * 2 ’ 
kaQws €dwkas Tols TaTpaTW MWY, ETIKAAOYMENWN GE 


> ~ ef. > ® eS ' cf / eon 
avTav Oolws én Tictel kal dAnGela, [WoTE TwWCETOat Huas| 


¢ / : , a , 
_Umnkdovs ywvouévous TH TavToKpaTOpL Kal TavapéTH 


, , a / \ Ul a 
GVOMATL GOV, TOIS TE APXovoW Kal YOUMEVOLS . Huw 


15 émt THS YS. 


S renders e in veritate obedientes fuerunt nomini tuo etc., thus connecting ral 


év dAnOelg with the following clause. 


13 mavroxpatopt kat mavapérw] The 


words are transposed in S, but this does not imply any different Greek text : 
- see above, p. 239, Also mavapéry is translated as if évrluw, NID (see § 3). 


But a single letter would make the difference, NIN excedlenti. 


Elsewhere 


b53 “ND is the translation of waydperos (see §§$ 1, 2, 45, 57); and the translator 
might here consider himself excused from the repetition of way- which occurs in 
. both words. See also on ravayly above, § 58. ‘ 


comp. r Tim. ii. 7. 

13. vmnxdovs K7.r.] This might 
be a loose accusative, referring to 
the datives jyiv re kal wacw K.T.A.; 
comp, Ephes. i. 17, 18 809 vpiv 
mvedpa obias......repoTrapevous 
rovs dpOadpovs 7A. Acts xxvi. 3 
émi cod pédAXov onpepov drodoyeic Gat, 
padiora yvroorny dvra ce kr.A., and 
see Winer § xxxiiil. p. 290, § lxili. 
pp. 709 sq-, 716, Kiihner 11. p. 667 sq. 
But a double transition, ratpacu, 
émixadovpévov, yevouévous, would be 
very harsh; and for reasons which 
are stated in the introduction (p. 
247 sq.), I cannot doubt that some 
words have dropped out, such as I 
have inserted. Bryennios supplies 
kal odoov juas; Gebhardt reads 
imxdos yevopévus; and Hilgenfeld 
alters the whole sentence. 

mavrokparopt] So Hermas V2s. iii. 3 
r@ pypatt To) mavrokpdropos Kal €v- 
dd£ou dvéparos. At first it had occurred 
to me to read mavtoxparoptk@, as it 
occurred to Gebhardt, and as Hilgen- 
feld actually reads; comp. § 8 16 
mavroxparopik@ BovAnpare avrov, The 


omission of -x@ before cat would be 
easily explained, especially as the 
archetypal Ms is shown to have been 
mutilated in this neighbourhood. But 
the parallel passage from Hermas 
quite justifies the reading of the 
Ms. In the LXX mayroxpdrwp seems 
to be always applied directly to God 
either as an epithet of @eds or 
Kupwos, or independently ; and so in 
Clement himself, inscr., 2, 32. But 
the sense of 7rd dGvowa, as almost 
an equivalent to 6 Geds (see [Clem, 
Rom.] ii. § 13, and the note’ on 
Ign. Zphes. 3), explains the excep- 
tional usage here and in Hermas. 

mavaper@ k.T-A.] For this expression 
comp. § 45, and for the word zravdpe- 
ros the note on § I. 

I4. Tois te dpxovow «7.X.] The 
punctuation, which I-have adopted, 
was suggested to me by Dr Hort. 
It accords with the preceding words 
eddpecta evaridy gov kal évdmiov Tov 
dpxévrav jpav: it disposes of the 
superfluous avrois (see however § 21, 
note): and it throws 3v into its 
proper position of prominence; e. g. 
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‘LXI. Ci, déorora, twas tHv é€ovciay tis Ba- 
oidelas avTois dia Tov peyadorperous Kal dvekdinyn- 
TOV KpaTous Gov, eis TO YywwoKoYTas uas THY Ud 
cov avtois SeSouéevny Sofav Kal Tiny vrotaccec bat 
avtois, undey évayTioupévous TH OeAnuaTti cou: ois dds, 
Kupte, vyieiav, cipyynv, opovoav, evorabeav, eis TO 
duére avTovs THY V0 Gov SEedomévny avTots rryeuoviay 
dmpockoTws. av yap, S€oroTa érovpane, Bacided 
THY aidvwrv, didws Tois viois Tay avOpwrwy dofav Kai 
Tyunv Kai é£ovolay tTav él THs yns UrapxovTwy? ov, 


5 50s] precamur ut des S. 


[-xr 


§ 60 30 rHv déaoy «.r.d. and § 61 
just below, 30 yap, déomora k.t.d. 
See Athenag. Suppl. evoeBéorara 
Svakeypévous Kat Sixardtara mpos te Td 
Ociov kal ry vperépay Bacidelay ; 
comp. Theoph. ad Azzol. i, 11, who 
quotes Prov. xxiv. 21 Tia, vie, Gcdv 
kal Baowéa x.7.A. The previous edi- 
tors have all connected the words 
Tois Te 4pxovow x.t.X, with the follow- 
ing sentence, as apparently does C. 
LXI. ‘To our earthly rulers, O 
Lord, Thou hast given the power, 
that we may render them due obe- 
dience in entire submission to Thy 
will. Therefore grant them health, 
peace, stability. For Thou, O 
Sovereign of heaven and King of 
Eternity, givest honourand authority 
to the sons of men upon earth. So 
guide their counsels, that they may 
administer well the power thus 
entrusted to them, and may obtain 
Thy favour. O Thou, who alone 
art able to do this and far more 
than this, we praise thee through 
our High-Priest Jesus Christ, through 
whom be glory unto Thee for ever’, 
I. tHs Baoweias] ‘of the sove- 
reignty’, i.e. ‘of the secular power’, 


For the genitive comp. Dan. xi. 20 
mpacowv Sdoéav Baortrelas, 25, 21 %a- 
kev én avtov ddéav Bacirelas. The 
Bacwreia is the secular as contrasted 
with the spiritual power; and, as 
such, it is frequently opposed to fepw- 
aim, e.g. Afpost. Const. ii. 34 so@ 
Wx} odpatos xpeirray, TocoUT@ 
icpwovvn Baowrelas (comp, vi. 2), Test. 
Duod, Pair. Jud. 21. 

4. vmordccecOa avrois x. 1. X.] 
See, 2) Pet. i. 13,035 vrordynre 
macy avOpwrivy krice dud tov Kvpuov... 
Ott ovrws coriv rd O€Anpa rod Ocod; 
comp. Rom. xiii, 2 6 dvturacodpevos 
th efovoig rH tod cod duarayp dv- 
OéornKev. 

5. dos «rA.] In accordance with 
the Apostolic injunctions, Rom, 
xili, I sq. Tit. iii, 1, 1 Pet. ii. 13 
Sq. : comp, Wisd. vi. 1 sq. See also 
Polyc. Phil. 12, For other passages 
in early Christian writers relating to 
prayers for temporal rulers, see 
Bingham Azz. xiii. 10. 5, Harnack 
Christl. Gemeindegottesd. p. 218 sq. 
(Justin Martyr), p. 378 sq. (Tertullian), 
The Apologists naturally lay stress 
on the practice, as an answer to the 
charge of sedition. 


tm 
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Kupie, SvevOuvov tiv Bovdiv airav Kata To Kadov Kal 


evdpesrov évwridy cov, Orws Siérovres ey eipyyn Kal 
mpaitnrt eioeBws THv V0 Gov atrois desouéyvny éFov- 
clay (New cov Tuyxdvwo.. ‘O povos duvates roijoa 
15 Ta’Ta Kal TepiocdTEepa dyala wel ruav, oot éEopo- 
AoyoumeOa Sid Tov dpytepéws Kal mpocTaToU Twv 
yuyev judy “lycod Xpirrod, 8 ob cor 4 Sd€a Kal 
i peyadwovrn Kal voy Kal eis yEeveay yevewv Kal eis 


A a qn 
TOUS Aiwvas THY AlWVwY. 


LXII. 


any. 
Flept pev Trev dvnkovtwy Ty OpnoKela rpuav, 


14 fred cov rvyxdvwow] tranguille compotes fiant auxilit quod (est) a te S, 
obviously a paraphrase. 


6, evordberay] ‘stability’, ‘ tran- 
quillity’, comp. § 65 (59). The word 
may mean either ‘firmness, steadi- 
ness’asa moral quality, or ‘ stability’ 


as amaterial result. The latter seems . 


to be inténded here: comp. 2 Macc. 
xiv. 6 ovk eovres tiv Bacielay evora- 
Ocias rvxeiv, Wisd. vi. 26 Baowreds 
pdmpos evoradera Sjpov. 

- 8. dmpockores] ‘without stum- 
bling’, ‘without any jar or collision’ s 
as § 20 tHv Aetroupyiay adrdy ampoo- 
‘komr@s emiTéhovaly. 

Baoiketd tév aldvev] The phrase 
occurs only 1 Tim. i. 17 in the N.T., 
andasav.l. in Rev. xv. 3; but it is 
found in the Lxx, Tobit xiii. 6, 10; 
see also Liturg. D. Fac. p. 59% 
Comp. § 35 marjp trav aidver, § 55 
Gcbs Trav aidvev. Here the Eternal 
King is tacitly contrasted with the 
temporary kings, the Baove’s trav 
aidvoy with the Bacwrcis rod aidvos 
rovrov (comp. Ign. Rows. 6). 

11. dvevdvvoy] As above § 20, Other- 
wise it is not a common word, and 
does not apparently occur at all in 
the Lxx or N.T. 

15. ped’ jyav] As Luke 1. 72 
moujoa Acos peTa TOY TaTépav Har, 


76, x. 37, and so probably Acts xiv. 27, 
xv. 43 comp. Ps. cxviii (cxix). 65 
Xpnorornta émoinoas pera Tov Sovdov 
cov. It is the Hebraism DY ny. 

16. dpytepéwsx.r.A.] See the note 
on § 36. 

17, 7 d0&a k.7.d.] See the note on 
§ 20. Itis a favourite form of dox- 
ology in Clement. 

18. eis yeveav yevedv] ice. ‘the 
generation which comprises all the 
generations’; as Ps. ci (cii) 24 & 
yeved yevedy ra éry cov : comp. Ephes. 
ili, 21 rod aldvos trav aidvey. This is 
a rare mode of expression, the com- 
moner forms being eis yeveds yevedv 
or eis yeveay kal yevedy, which are 
quite different in meaning. 

LXII. ‘Enough has been said 
by us however concerning the things 
pertaining to our religion and neces- 
sary for a virtuous life. For we have 
left no point untouched concerning 
faith and repentance and the like, 
reminding you that ye ought in all 
righteousness to pay your thanks- 
giving to God, living in harmony 
and peace and love; like as our 
fathers behaved with all humility 
towards God and towards all men. 
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~ , , , - lé 
Kat Tav whEediuwTatwy eis évapetov Biov Tots édovaww 
> ox \ / / \ 1h > ~ 
evoeBas Kal Sixaiws SievOvvew [ryv mopelav aitar], 
\ N 
mept yao 
, \ 
yynoias adyarns Kal éy- 


a ~ af > a: 
ikavos émeoreiAapev Uuiv, avopes ddeAol. 


y \ , at 
TlLOTEWS KaL METAVOLAS Kat 


/ lo , , 

Kparelas Kat owppocivys Kal Vromovis wavTa TéToV 5. 
> , € , ~ ees > 
éVnAadpyoapev, vrouyuynoKovtes Sey vuas éy SiKato- 

/ \ ’ , ‘ , ~ , 
curvy Kat ddAnOeia Kal paxpofuvuia Ta mavToKpaTopt 

an y ~ ~ 7 > 
Oew doiws evaperteiv, CmovoovvTas duynoikakws €év 


t Kal] S; om.C. The clause is translated in S ‘et de iis (rebus) scilicet (ND) 
que in ea (religione), que maxime utiles sunt illis qui volunt dirigere vitam (con- 
versationem) excellentia et pietatis et juste, as if the translator had read trav dpedc- 
pwrdrav 5h (2) &v airi évdperov,,.dvev6vvew. At all events he must have had a text 
which a corrector had emended by striking out or altering e/s, so as to govern 
Blov by dievivew: see above pp. 246, 247. In the Syriac we should probably 
read NIVEWI for NIWA, i.e. ix pietate (=eiceBas) for et pictatix, 

2 Thy wopelav avtdv] om. C S: see below. 4 éyxparelas] NNYIY by super 
continentia (as if drep éyxparelas) S, for another preposition (2022 d) has been 
used before for mepl. Perhaps however the insertion of a different preposition is a 
mere rhetorical device of the translator ; or 2) may be an accidental repetition of the 
first syllable of the following word, as the Syriac forms of the letters would suggest. 


‘And .we have done this with the 
more pleasure, because we knew that 
we were speaking to faithful men, 
who had made a diligent study of 
God’s oracles’. 

20. tév dynkdvrwy| With a dative 
as in § 35; see the note on Ign. 
Philad. 1. It has a different con- 
struction, dvyxew eis, in § 45. See the 
note there. 

Th Opnokeia nudv] Comp. § 45 rav 
Opnokevovray thy peyadomper® kat 
evdokov Opnoxeiay rod vicrov. This 
passage explains the force of the 
words here: ‘that befit men who 
serve the one true God’. 

I. eévdperov| See the note on 
Ign. Phzlad. 1. 

2. dvevddvew] The MS is ob- 
viously defective here; and we must 
supply some such words as rpy 


topeiav avray (see § 48), or ra diaBy- 
para (§ 60), or perhaps with Bryen- 
nios ryv Bovdijy adrav (§ 61). See 
the introduction, p. 247 sq. 

3. tkavds éreoreiAaney] Bryennios 
has called attention to the similarity 
of language used by Irenzeus, when 
describing this epistle, iii. 3. 3 émt 
Tovrov: ovy Tov (KAjpevtos, oTdcews 
ovK oOAlyns Tois ev Kopivée Yevonevns 
ddedpois, em éorethey 1 ev Popn éx- 
kAnoia ixavwratny ypadpyy trois Ko- 
pwOios, 

5. mdvra romov Kr.r.] ‘we have 
handled every topic’; Bryennios adds 
by way of explanation, pddwora 8 rev 
dyiov ypapor, thus taking mdyra ré- 
mov to mean ‘every passage’; and 
so it is rendered in. the Syriac Ver- 
sion, ‘place of Scripture’. In this 
sense rémos occurs above in the ex- 
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ay , ; \ > 7 A a ‘ 7 Z 
ayarn Kai eipyyy peta exrevous émtetKelas, Kabws Kat 
ae / , o , i 
10 Ol TPOEOnAWpPEVOL TWATEPES NHUWY EUNPETTHOAY TaATEL- 
a \ \ \ yA A , 
voppovovvtes Ta mpos Tov TaTépa Kat Oeov kal KTio- 


2 \ \ If tA qn , 
THY Kal Tpos TAVTAS avOpwrrovs. Kat TAUTA TOG OUTW 


: HOwov Vrreuvnoaper, €rredy capws noeuev ypacev 
a , ~~ \ > Yr \ ry 
nds avipaow moos Kal éAAoYIUwWTATOS Kal éyKeE- 
if ’ \ i, a 7 A ~~ % 
15 Kupoow eis Ta AOYia THs TadElas TOU OeEod. 


We cannot safely infer a different Greek text. § témov] iadd. scripture S. 
8 evapecrety] S; eixapioretv C. See the same confusion :above, § 41. The reading 
of S was anticipated by Hilg. and Gebh. Q KaOas kal] Kaas (om. kal) S. 
11 Gedv kal xrlorny] universi creatorem Deum (Ocdy wayxrlornv?) S; comp. § 19. 
12 mpds] S; om. C. Theiauthority of S in such acase is valueless in itself (see p. 239), 
but the preposition seems to be required here. 13 YOcov] 7 5’ Gv S, which 
translates. the clause, et hec tanto sint (erunt) per ea que monuimus. ‘The translator 
has had a corrupt text and has translated it word for word, regardless of sense. 
' éredh caddis fdemer ypapew] guia scilicet manifeste est tis; oportuit enim certe (uev) 
ut scriberemus S, ice. érel 5h capds 7 Se (or der) wey ydp ypadew x.7.X. Again 
a corrupt reading, or rather a false division of the words, has been translated al- 
- most verbatim. For the facility with which ydp might be omitted or inserted before 


ypapu, see Ign. Rom. 7. 


pression év répm roma, §§ 8, 29, 46. 
But this meaning does not seem at 
all natural here, where the word is 
used absolutely. For rézos ‘a topic, 
argument’, comp. e.g. Epict. Déss. 
i. 7. 4 érioxepiv tiva rontéov Tov 
Torey tovTroy, ii. 17. 31 Grav rovroy 
éxrovyon--:tov tomov, and see other 
references in Schweighzeuser’s index 
to Epictetus, s.v. For wnAaday 
comp. e.g. Polyb. viii. 18. 4 wacav 
érivotay eyyndada. 

8. evapecteiv] Doubtless the cor- 
rect reading, as it explains the sub- 
sequent evnpéornoar. 
example of the confusion of evapeo- 
rei, evxapioreiv, in the authorities, 
see § 41. 

dpynotkdkos] See § 2 duvnoixaxoe 
(with the note). This word involves 
an appeal to the sufgerers from the 


For another. 


14 éAAoypwrdros] doctis S. . 


schisms, who are bidden to harbour 
no grudge. 

Q. pera exrevovs x7.A.] See the 
note on § 58, where the same ex- 
pression occurs. 

10, of mpodednropévor x.7.A.] See 
§§ 17, 18, 19; comp. also § 30 éd06n 
[7 paprupia] rots mdtpacw nuay tois 
Ouxaiots, and § 31 dvarudigopev ra 
dw dpxis yevopeva’ rivos xdpw nv- 
hoynon 6 marip tuav "ABpadu; xk.T.d. 
For this use of marepes in speaking 
of Jewish worthies, see the note on 
§ 4. 

14. éAdoyporaros] See the note 
on § 58 eAAdytpos. 

éyxexdpoow] Comp. § 53 Karas 
émiaracbe tas tepas ypadbds, ayarnroi, 
Kat éyxexvare eis Ta Ada TOD Ocod, 
with the note. For the word éykvz- 
rew see the note on § 4o. 
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[ux 


= ; 3G 
éoTlW Tos TOLOVTOLS Kal 


, Cd , 6 , € 6 ~ A 
ToToUTOLs Umolelypacw mpoteNOovTas vaoleva Tov 


4 rr 3 , 
TpaXNrOY Kal TOV THS VmaKons TOTOV dvamAnpwoayTas 
ipl ~ € id ’ ma a n~ 
mpookrAOnvat Tois vmapxovow dpxnyors Tov Yvxev 
e - ry € lol , \ A 
MoV, OTwS HavyaravTes THs paTalas TTATEWS ETL TOV S 


2 vrobeivat Tov Tpaxnrov] inclinemus collum nostrum et obediamus S. 


3 ava- 


rAnpdoavras...nucv] implentes inclinemur illis qui sunt duces animarum nostrarunt 


LXIII. ‘We ought therefore to 
regard so many great examples, and 
to bow the neck in submission; that 
laying aside all strife we may reach 
our destined goal. Ye will make 
us. happy indeed, if ye obey and 
cease from your dissensions in ac- 
cordance with our exhortation to 
peace. Andwe have sent to you faith- 
ful men who have lived among us 
unblameably from youth to old age, 
to be witnesses between us and you. 
This we have done, to show you 
how great is our anxiety that peace 
may be speedily restored among 
you’. 

I. Oeyirov] The use of this word 
seems to be extremely rare, except 
with a negative, ov depurov (e. g. Tobit 
li. 13) or dOéurov (see below). 

rois roLovrois K.TA.] § 46 Torovrois 
ovy Umodelypaow KodAAnOjva, Ka) Tyas 
Set KrA. For rovovrois Kal rocovros 
comp. § 19. 

2. mpooedOorras] ‘having acceded 
to, attended Lo, assented to, studied’, 
as in § 33; comp. I Tim, vi. 3 «i 
Tes €repodidacKadel Kal pi) mpooéepxerar 
vytaivovowy Aoyors, SO we find spoc- 
€pxeoOa aper# ‘to apply oneself to 
virtue’, Philo de Migr. Abr. 16 
(I. p. 449); mpooepyerOar Trois vopors 
‘to study the laws’, Diod. i. 95; 
mpooépxer bat tH copia, ti piiogopia, 
‘to become a follower of wisdom, of 
philosophy’, Philostr. Vit Ap. i. 2 
(p. 2), iii, 18 (p. 50), comp. LXX 
Ecclus. vi. 26 6 mpocedOadv atry (i.e. 


TH copia); mpocepxecOar Go8e Kupiov 
‘to give heed to the fear of the Lord’, 
LXX Ecclus. i. 30; mpooépyerOat pn- 
Sevi rav elpnuévwv Philo de Gig. 9 {I- 
p. 267); mpocépyerOa ro oye, Orig. 
c. Cels. tii. 48. These senses are 
derived ultimately from the idea of 
‘approaching’ a person as a disei- 
ple’; eg. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 47 avrep 
évexev kai S@xparet mpogH)\ Gov. 

Drodeivat tov spaxnrov] ‘ sudmit 
your neck’, i.e. ‘to the yoke’; 
comp, Ecclus. li: 26 ov rpdayndov 
vpav vrobere vd Cuyov (comp. 26. vi. 
24, 25), Epictet. Déss. iy. I, 77 
mapéd@xas gavrov Sovrov, vrebnKas 
tov tpaxydrov. So too Acts xv. Io 
emOeivac (vydv emi roy Tpaxndrov. The 
expression is used in a different 
sense in Rom. xvi. 4 dmép tis Weyiis 
pov Tov éavray Tpaxnrov vrEebnKay, 
where it means ‘laid their neck on 
the block’, not ‘pledged their lives’, 
as Wetstein and others take it. 

3.  dvamAnpecarvras tomov] ‘fo oc- 
cupy the place’, ‘ fulfil the function? ; 
comp, 1 Cor. xiv. 16 6 dvawAnpav 
Tov tomoy -rob idu@rov, where the 
choice of this elaborate expression 
is probably a studied paradox to 
bring out the honourable character 
of a private station; ramos denoting 
official position or dignity (see above, 
§ 40, and the note on Ign. Polyc. 1),. 
while iSiarys implies the opposite of 
this. So too here the object may 
be to enhance the important fumctior. 
of obedience. See Clem. Hom. iii. 
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MPOKEWEvoY juiv ev aAnOEia oKoTOY Siya TavTOSs wuMOU 
KaTAVTNTwWMEV. Yapav yap Kal dyadAlacw spiv mapé- 
Eere, édv Umjxoot yevouevot TOs UP juwv yeypaupevots 
dua Tov dyiov mvevmaros exxoynte Thy abeuitov Tov 


S3; dvardnpwoa C, omitting all the other words. 
6 popov] add. e scandalo S. 


xdoavres] guiescentes et tranguilli S. 
Aaocw] add. magnam S. 


60 roy enor dvarAnpovvra tomo, and 
comp. Joseph. B. F. v. 2. 5 orpario- 
Tov Ta&w damomAnpourra. 

4. mpookrOnvar x.t.A.] These 
words are wanting in the Greek 
MSs, and I have restored them by 
retranslation from the Syriac: see 
the critical note. The true Jartisax- 
ship is here tacitly contrasted with 
the false; the rightful /eaders with 
the wrongful. The language is ex- 
plained by what has gone before ; 
§ 14 pucepod dihous dpxnyois efa- 
Kohovdeiv, § 51 exetvor otriwes apynyor 
Tis ordoews Kal Sixootacias éyevnOn- 
cav,§ 47 did7d Kal Tore mpocrAices 
vas meroujoOa...mpooekrAiOnre ‘yap 
K.T.A.,§ 50 wa év ayarn etpebdpev Sixa 
mpookAicews avOparivns depo (comp. 
§ 21 pi Kata mpockNices). The com- 
mand to choose the right partisan- 
ships here has a parallel in § 45 
idoverkoe Eore...mept THY avnkovT@v 
eis ocwtnpiay (see the note). The 
Syriac is pmNT pomd pond 
qNW|IT $I. For j39NI I cannot 
think of any word so probable as 
mpookALOjnvat, since {27 is a common 
translation of xAiew, arid in § 21 
mpockXicets is rendered SENT 81329; 
though mpockdiveo Oat, mpooxAtats, are 
rendered otherwise, but variously, in 
§§ 47, 50, Acts v.36, 1 Tim. v.21. On 
the other hand 83727 ‘ductores’ 
might be variously rendered. It most 
commonly represents 6 ryovpevos (§§ 1, 
32; 37 in a double rendering, 5 5, Heb. 
xiii. 7, 17, 24); but elsewhere jyeuar, 


See the lower note. 5 Nov- 


7 dyah- 


xaOnynrns, odnyos, etc., even BovAeuris. 
I have given dpynyos, because it 
brings out the contrast which Cle- 
ment seems to have had in his mind. 
In §§ 14, 51, however, dpynyds is ren- 
dered otherwise, SW, 2, and so 
commonly. 

5. oraceas| Comp. Clem, Hom. 
i. 4 Tov ToLovTaY Aoyiopav novyacerv. 
This construction follows the analogy 
of verbs denoting cessation, etc. 
(see Kithner I. p. 341 sq.). It is un- 
necessary therefore to read 7avyaca- 
ons, as Gebhardt suggests. 

6. oxorov] Comp. § 6 émi rov tis 
mictews BeBaov Spdpov Karavticapev, 
and § 19 émavadpapaper emi rov €& apxns 
mapadeSopevoy 7miv Ths elpyrns oKoTOV, 
which explains the idea in the wri- 
ter’s mind here. The expression 
itself is perhaps suggested by Heb. 
xii. I tpéxopev Tov mpoKelpevoy iv 
adyéva. For ocxoroy comp. Phil. iii. 14. 

popouv] ‘fault, defect’: see the 
note on popockomnbeyv § 41. In the 
Old Testament it is always a trans- 
lation of D119 ‘a blemish’. 

7.  xapav «t.dA.] As in Luke i. 14 
(comp. Matt. v. 12, Rev. xix. 7); see 
also Mart. Polyc. 18. This combi- 
nation of words yapa kal dya\Niacts 
does not occur in the LXx. 

9. Ou rov dylov mvevparos] See 
the note on § 59 Trois Um avrov Ov 
par eipnpevors. Harnack takes these 
words with éxxownre, but this does 
not seem so natural. 

aéucrov] Acts x. 28, 1 Pet. iv. 3; 
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Sie ee spryiv KaTa THD evrevew jv eromoapela 
aept Elonuns Kal Omovolas év 7Hbe 7% émiaTOAN- "Care 
vramev O€ Kal dvdpas TleTOUS Kal owrppovas, amo veo- 
TNTOS Esaou pep) €ws ynpous duéumrTws ev nly; 


_oltives Kal pepTupes gcovtar peTazu ee Kal Ov. 


TOUTO O€ éromoapsey iva €lonTe OTL aca nly 
ppovris Kal ryeyovev kal éoTw eis TO év TAaXEL UMas 


Elpnvevo'at. 


1 &vreviw] supplicationem et exhortationem S. 3 6é kal] Sz dé (om. xal) C. 
5 olrwes kal] S; olrwes (om. if Gs 


and so too 2 Macc. vi. 5, Vii. I, x. 34+ 

1. (¢ydovs] See the note on g 4. 

’ &revéw] This should probably be 
explained of the ‘appeal’ to the Cor- 
inthians themselves ; see the note on 
[Clem. Rom.]ii.§ 19. It inigbt how- 
ever refer to the foregoing ‘ prayer’ 

to God for concord; comp.e. g.1 Tim. 
ii. 1, iv..5, Herm. Mand. x. 2. 

3. avSpas] Claudius Ephebus and 
Valerius Bito, whose names are given 
below, § 65 (59). For the bearing of 
the notice here on the early history 


of the Roman Church, see the in- 
troduction p. 256 sq. 

4. yypovs] So Luke i. 36 yypee 
(the correct reading), and in several 
passages in the LXX, e.g. Ps. xci (xcii). 
14 Yipet, 1 Kings xiv. 4 yypovus, 
Ecclus. viii. 6, etc., with more or less 
agreement in the principal MSS; so 
also Clem. Hom. iii. 43. On this 
form see Winer Gramm. § ix. p. 73 Sq-, 
Steph. Thes. s.v.. ed. Hase. Our MS 
has also yype above in § 10, where A 
reads yijpa. 


AN ANCIENT HOMILY 


COMMONLY CALLED THE 


SECOND - EPISTLE OF -S;-CLEMENT, 


CLEM. - 20 





AN ANCIENT HOMILY 
BY AN 


UNKNOWN AUTHOR. 


F the First Epistle of Clement is the earliest foreshadowing of a 
if Christian liturgy, the so-called Second Epistle is the first example 
of a Christian homily. 

The newly recovered ending has set this point at rest for ever. 
The work is plainly not a letter, but a homily, a sermon. The speaker 
addresses his hearers more than once towards the close as ‘Brothers 
and sisters’ (§§ 19, 20). Elsewhere he appeals to them in language 
which is quite explicit on the point at issue. ‘Let us not think,’ he 
Says, ‘to give heed and believe now only, while we are being admonished 
by the presbyters; but likewise when we have departed home, let us 
remember the commandments of the Lord, etc.’ (§ 17). And again a 
little later he speaks still more definitely ; ‘ After the God of truth, 
I read to you an exhortation to the end that ye may give heed to the 
things which are written (i.e. to the scriptures which have just been 
read), so that ye may save both yourselves and him that readeth in the 
midst of you’ (§ 19). These words remind us of the language in 
which Justin, who wrote within a few years of the probable date of this 
homily, describes the simple services of the Christians in his time. 
“On the day called Sunday,’ he says, ‘all remaining in their several cities 
and districts, they come together in one place, and the memoirs of the 
Apostles [i.e. the Gospels, as he explains himself elsewhere] or the 
writings of the Prophets are read, as long as time admits. ‘Then, when 
the reader has ceased, the president (6 poeords) in a discourse (8d 
Agyou) gives instruction and invites (his hearers) to the imitation of these 
good things. Then we all rise in a body and offer up our prayers’ 
(AZol. i. 67, quoted in the notes on $19). Here then is one of these 

PAO, 
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exhortations, which is delivered after the ‘God of truth’ has been first 
heard in the scriptures’; and, this being so, the preacher was doubtless, 
as Justin describes him, 6 zpocords, the leading minister of the Church, 
i.e. the bishop or one of the presbyters, as the case might be. 
A different view indeed has been taken by Harnack. He supposes that 
the homily was delivered by a layman*, drawing his inference from the 
mention of the presbyters (in § 17 just quoted) as persons whom the 
preacher and his hearers alike were bound to listen to. But this 
language can only be regarded, I think, as an example of a very 
common rhetorical figure, by which the speaker places himself on a 
level with his audience, and of which several instances are furnished by 
the genuine Epistle of Clement, who again and again identifies himself 
with the factious brethren at Corinth (see the note on § 17). On very rare 
occasions indeed we read of laymen preaching in the early Church ; but 
such concessions were only made to persons who had an exceptionally 
brilliant reputation, like Origen®. Asa rule, this function belonged to 
the chief ecclesiastical officer in the congregation. A presbyter did 
not preach when the bishop was present; a deacon was for the most 
part regarded as incompetent to preach on any occasion *, 

The question therefore respecting the class of writings to which this 
document belongs is settled beyond dispute. ‘The homiletic character 
of the work was suggested long ago by Grabe and others; and in my 
own edition I had regarded the opinion that it was a sermon or treatise 


1 Exception has been taken to this Czesarea (Euseb. H.£. vi. 19), writing to 


expression pera Tov Oedvy THs ddnbelas. 
Zahn (Gott. Gel. Anz. p. 1418) and 
Donaldson (Zheol. Rev. January, 1877, 
p-. 46) propose Aéyorv for Oedv, while 
Gebhardt suggests révwy or rdvou (TONQN 
or TONOY for TONON). But it is difficult 
to see why our preacher should not have 
used this phrase, when he elsewhere in- 
troduces an evangelical quotation with 
Aéyet 6 Oeds, § 13; see the note on the 
passage. We do not even know whether 
the lesson to which he here refers was 
taken from the Old or the New Testa- 
ment. 

2 See p. Ixxii, note 11, p. 138 (ed. 2). 
So also Hilgenfeld, p. 106 (ed. 2). 

3 The objections raised in his case 
show that the practice was rare. Alex- 
ander of Jerusalem and Theoctistus of 


x a“ 
gov’ 


Demetrius of Alexandria, defend them- 
selves for according this privilege to 
Origen, as follows; mpooé@yxe dé rots 
ypdumacw, 8re ToOro ovdé wore HKovohn 
ovdée viv yeyérntat, Td TapdyTwv érioxdrov 
Aaikods duirely, ovK old drws Tpopavas ovK 
adnOHR Aéywv. Sov yodv ebplexovra ot 
ériTHdeor mpds Td WHedelv Tods adepods, 
kal mapaxadodyrat T@ Aa mpooopidety 
bd Tév aylwy érioxoTwr, worep év Aapdy- 
dors BvedAmis brd Néwvos cal év “Tkovly. 
ILavdtvos bad Kédoou kal éy Zuvvddos 
Ocddwpos bd’ Arrixod Tov paxaplwy aded= 
elxds 6¢ kal év dAdows Toros TOTO 
ylvecOar, Nuds 5é wh elddvar. 

4 See Bingham Antig. XIV. 4. 2, 4, 
Augusti Christl. Archiol. V1. p. 315 Sq-y 
Probst Lehre u. Gebet pp. 18 sq., 222. 
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rather than a letter as drima facie probable, though so long as the end 
was wanting this view could not be regarded as certain’. On the other 
hand the theory propounded by Hilgenfeld, that we had here the letter 
of Soter bishop of Rome to the Corinthians, mentioned by Dionysius of 
Corinth about a.D. 170 (see pp. 3, 174, 180), was eagerly accepted by 
subsequent critics and editors. In a courteous review of my edition 
which appeared in the Academy (July 9, 1870) Lipsius espoused this 
theory as probable. And still later, on the very eve of the discovery of 
Bryennios, Harnack in the excellent edition of the Patres Apostolici of 
which he is coeditor had confidently adopted Hilgenfeld’s opinion ; 
‘Nullus dubito quin Hilgenfeldius verum invenerit,’ ‘ Mireris... neminem 
ante Hilgenfeldium verum invenisse’ (Prol. pp. xci, xcii, ed. 1). This 
view was highly plausible and attractive; but it was open to one 
objection which I pointed out as fatal to it. It did not satisfy the 
primary conditions of the letter mentioned by Dionysius of Corinth, 
which was written in the name of the whole Roman Church, whereas 
our author speaks in the singular throughout (p. 180 sq.). 

But while the newly recovered ending decides the character of the 
document beyond the reach of dispute, it leaves the questions of 
place, date, and authorship still undetermined. On all these points we 
are obliged to fall back on such slight indications as the homily from 
time to time affords. 

(i) As regards the J/ace, Corinth seems to me still to have the 
highest claims to be considered. If the homily were delivered in that 
city, we have an explanation of two facts which are not so easily 
explained on any other hypothesis. 

_ First. The allusion to the athletic games, and presumably to the 


suspended judgment. When my able 
reviewer goes on to say of me ‘He also 
agrees with Hilgenfeld in the opinion, 
that the epistle was composed during the 
persecution under Marcus Aurelius,’ he 
imputes to me a view directly opposed 
_ to that which I have expressed (p. 177). 

I think also that the reader would 
gather from the manner in which I am 
mentioned by Harnack (p. Ixvi, note 2, 
p- lxxv) as ‘refuting’ Grabe, that I had 
maintained the document to be an epistle 


1 See esp. pp. 177, 178. I call at- 
tention to this, because my view has been 
misrepresented. Thus Lipsius (Academy, 
July 9, 1870) says of me, ‘He holds 
strongly with Hilgenfeld that the docu- 
ment is really a letter, not a homily.’ 
So far from holding this view strongly, 
I have stated that we find in the docu- 
ment ‘nothing which would lead to this 
inference,’ and again that it ‘dears no 
traces of the epistolary form, though it 
may jfossibly have been a letter’; but 


I did not consider that in the existing 
condition of the work certainty on this 
point was attainable, and I therefore 


and not a homily; though probably this 
was not intended. See the Addenda on 


p: 179, 1. 32 sq. 
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Isthmian festival, is couched in language which is quite natural if 
addressed to Corinthians, but not so if spoken elsewhere. When the 
preacher refers to the crowds that ‘land’ to take part in the games 
(cis rods POaprovs aydvas xataxhéovew, § 7) without any mention of the 
port, we are naturally led to suppose that the homily was delivered in 
the neighbourhood of the place where these combatants landed. Other- 
wise we should expect eis rov "IeOpov, or eis KopuOov, or some explana- 
tory addition of the kind’. 

Secondly. This hypothesis alone satisfactorily explains the dissemi- 
nation and reputed authorship of the document. It was early attached 
to the Epistle of Clement in the ss (see p. 247) and came ultimately 
to be attributed to the same, author. How did this happen? ‘The First 
Epistle was read from time to time in the Church of Corinth, as we 
know. This homily was first preached, if my view be correct, to these 
same Corinthians; it was not an extempore address, but was delivered from 
a manuscript *; it was considered of sufficient value to be carefully pre- 
served ; and (as we may venture to suppose) it was read publicly to the 
Christian congregation at Corinth from time to time, like the genuine 


Epistle of ‘Clement. 


1 Thus in Plat. Zuthyd. 297 € vewert, 
pot Ooxely, Karatrem)evxdr., where the word 
is used absolutely, we naturally under- 
stand the place in which the speaker is 
at the time. 

2 § 19 mera Tov Bedv THs aAyOelas dva- 
yuadoKw dyly evreviw els 7d mpocéxew 
Tots yeypaupévos, Iva kal gavrods cwbanre 
Kal rov dvayivdexKovra év tuiv. It is 
possible however, that the homily was 
originally delivered extempore and taken 
down by short-hand writers (rayuypd@or, 
notarii), and that the references to the 
reader were introduced afterwards when 
it was read in the Church as a homily. 
The employment of short-hand writers 
was frequent. We read of discourses of 
Origen taken down in this way (Euseb. 
fi. £. vi. 36): and Origen himself on one 
occasion (Cone. in Joann. vi. Preef., Iv. 
p- tor) excuses himself for not having 
gone on with his work by the fact that 
the ‘customary short-hand writers’ were 
not there, kat of cuvyBes 58 raxvypddor 
Mn Tapovres TO ExerOar Trav brayopetoewy 


The fact that these Corinthians took for public 


éx@\voy; comp. Photius Bib/. 121. At 
a later date this became a common mode 
of preserving pulpit oratory: see Bing- 
ham Azz, xiv. 4. 11. It was not un- 
commen for sermons and lectures to be 
taken down surreptitiously: see Gaudent. 
Pref. p. 220 (Patrol. Lat. Xx. p. 831 
Migne) ‘notariis, ut comperi, latenter ap- 
positis’ (with the note). On stenography 
among the ancients see Ducange G/os- 
Sarium IV. p. 642 sq. (ed. Henschel) s. v. 
Vota, together with the references col- 
lected in Mayor’s Bibl. Clue to Lat. Lit. 
p- 1758q. See also Contemporary Re- 
view Qctober 1875, p. 841 note. This 
alternative is suggested by Harnack 
Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch. 1. p. 268. The 
hypothesis would at all events have the 
merit of explaining the incoherence and - 
looseness of expression which we find in 
this work; but in the absence of evi- 
dence it is safer to assume that the ser- 
mon was committed to writing by the 
preacher himself, 
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reading not only the Epistle of Clement, which might be thought to 
have acquired a peculiar sanctity by its venerable age, but also the 
much later letter of the Romans under bishop Soter, shows the practice 
of this Church in reference to uncanonical documents. In this way it 
would be bound up with the Epistle of Clement for convenience. In 
such a volume as is here supposed, the Epistle of Clement would be 
numbered and entitled thus: 
d 
KAHMENTOC TIPOC KOPINOIOYC 
with or without the addition emictoAH; while the homily which stood 
next in the volume might have had the heading 
B 
TIpPOC KOPINOIOYC 

with or without the addition Aoroc or omiAla, just as Orations of Dion 
Chrysostom bear the titles mpoc adezZanApeic, Tpoc atiameic; the 
author of the sermon however not being named. In the course of 
transcription the enumeration a, B, would easily be displaced, so 
that the two works would seem to be of the same kind and 
by the same author’. As a matter of fact, indications are not 
wanting in our existing authorities, that after this homily had 
been attached to S. Clement’s epistle it remained anonymous in the 
common document which contained both works. In the Alexandrian 
Ms there is no heading at all to the so-called Second Epistle (see pp. 
22, 174). This fact however cannot be pressed, for it seems not 
unlikely that the title has been cut off*. But in the case of the Syriac 


of the British Museum to look at it and to 
give me his opinion. His report is to 
this effect : 

The title to the First Epistle has 
small ornamental flourishes beneath. Be- 


1 This opinion was arrived at indepen- 
dently of the remarks of Zahn (Gott. Gel. 
Anz. Nov. 8, 1876, p. 1430 sq.), and I am 
the more glad to find that he accounts for 
the common heading of this sermon in a 


similar way. 

2 This possibility was overlooked by 
me in my edition pp. 22, 174. My at- 
tention was directed to it by a remark of 
Harnack (Z. f. K. I. p. 275, note 1), 
who however incorrectly states that in A 
the First Epistle has ‘ page-headings over 
the columns.’ There is only one such 
page-heading, which stands over the first 
column as the title to the work. Having 
omitted to inspect the Ms myself with this 
view, I requested Mr E. M. Thompson 


tween the bottom of these and the text 


there is a space of { of an inch, Over 


the first column of the Second Epistle 
(where the title should be, if there were 
any) the top of the leaf is cut obliquely 
so that the space left between the top of 
the leaf and the text varies from 4 to # of 
an inch. Thus the space is quite con- 
sistent with the supposition that the title 
has been cut away. Moreover there is 
a single spot at the top of the page, 
which may have been the end of an 
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Version the testimony is free from suspicion. Here the genuine letter 
is called in the heading not ‘The First Epistle of Clement’ but ‘ The 
Catholic Epistle of Clement,’ as if it were the only known letter written 
by this father (see p. 233). In both cases however the scribes them- 
selves have in some other part of their respective mss designated our work 
the Second Epistle of Clement; and this fact renders the survival of 
the older form only the more significant. 

For these reasons I adhere to Corinth as the place of writing. On 
the other hand Harnack has with much ability maintained the Roman 
origin of this document’; and it is due to his arguments to consider 
them. 

The external evidence seems to him to point in this direction. He 
remarks on the fact that this writing appears to have been very little 
known in the East during the earliest ages. It is first mentioned by 
Eusebius, and Eusebius himself, as Harnack argues from his language, 
only knew it from hearsay”. It is very far from certain, however, that 
this is the correct inference from the historian’s words, ioréov & os xat 
Sevrépa tis civar Aéyerar tod KAnpevros émiotoAy* od pay 6° Suolws TH 
mpotépa Kal tavryv yvuipysov émiotdpefa, Ste pyde tods dpyatous airy 
Kexpypevors topev (77. £. ili. 38). The hearsay implied in Aé€yera 
may refer equally well to the authorship as to the contents of the 
book. In other words, Eusebius does not throw any doubt on the 
existence of such a work, but on its genuineness; and the language 
which follows’ suggests that the historian was himself acquainted with it. 
If the testimony of Eusebius be set aside, the earliest reference to its 
contents is found in the Quest. e Resp. ad Orthodoxos § 74, falsely 
ascribed to Justin Martyr*. This work is supposed to have been 
written at the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century, and, 
as Harnack says, unless all appearances are deceptive, to have 
emanated from the Syro-Antiochene Church*, Our next direct witness 
in point of date is probably the Alexandrian ms, about the middle of 


ornamental flourish under the title, though. _zeétug' Feb. 19, 1876. 


this is doubtful. 92. f. K. 1. p. 269 sq.; Prol. p. lxiv, 
The photograph for the most part note 2. 
represents these facts fairly well. 8 The passage is quoted above, p. 167 


1 Tn two careful and valuable articles sq. For the reasons which make it 
in the Zeitschrift f, Kirchengeschichtel.p. highly probable now that the Pseudo- 
264 Sq., p. 329 sq., as well asinthe prole- Justin refers to the so-called Second 
gomena to the 2nd ed. of the Padres Epistle, and not (as there maintained) 
Apostolici Pt. i, p. Ixivsq. He stated to the First Epistle, see the Addenda 
this view first in a review of the edition on p. 167, 1. g and the notes on ii. § 16, 
of Bryennios in the 7heologische Literatur- 4 See the article by Gass in Illgen’s 
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the fifth century. From that time forward the testimonies are neither 
few nor indistinct (see above, p. 174 sq.)’. 

This evidence is somewhat slight; but it cannot be alleged against 
the Eastern origin of the work. Such as it is, it ad? emanates from the 
East. Neither early nor late do we hear a single voice from the 
West testifying to the existence of this Clementine writing, except such 
- as are mere echoes of some Greek witness. External testimony there- 
fore, though it may not be worth much, is directly opposed to 
Harnack’s theory. 

From the izternal character of the work again Harnack draws the 
same inference. He remarks on the close resemblances to the 
Shepherd of Hermas, and thence infers that it must have emanated 
‘ex eadem communione ac societate®.’ Thus he makes it a product 
of the Church of Rome. 

If these resemblances had referred to any peculiarities of the 
Roman Church generally, or of the Shepherd of Hermas in particular, 
the argument would have been strong. But this is not the case. The 
most striking perhaps is the doctrine of the heavenly Church (§ 14). 
But the passage which is quoted in my notes from Anastasius (see ° 
below, p. 327) shows that this distinction of the celestial and the 
terrestrial Church, so far from being peculiar, was a common character- 
istic of the earliest Christian writers. And the statement of Anastasius 
is borne out by extant remains, as will appear from parallel passages 
also cited there (pp. 325, 328). Again the pre-incarnate Son is spoken 
of in both documents as ‘Spirit’; but here also, though such language 
was repugnant to the dogmatic precision of a later age, the writers of 
the second century and of the earlier part of the third constantly use 
it without misgiving (see above, p. 202). Again both writings speak 
of baptism as ‘the seal,’ and the exhortation to purity of life takes 
the form of an injunction to ‘guard the seal.’ But in this case likewise 
we have an image, which is common in Christian writers of the second 
century (see above, p. 198 sq.). Nor are other coincidences wanting, 
though less striking than these. 

On the other hand the two writings present marked contrasts on 
points of special prominence. There is a wide divergence for instance be- 
tween the rigid, almost Encratite, view of the relations between the sexes 
which our Clementine author enunciates®, and the reasonable position 


writer, the author of Afost. Const. ae 


Zeitschr. f. d. hist. Theol. 1842, IV. p- 143 
2 Prol. p. Ixx sq.: comp. Z. fi A. I. 


sq., quoted by Harnack Z. f. K. 1. p. 274- 
1 The references in my notes seem to pp. 349 34454+ 363. 
show that it was known to a very early 3 § 12 rodro héyer Wa GOeAPos K.T.A. 
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of Hermas, which led the fierce Tertullian to denounce him as ‘pastor 
mcechorum’.’ And again the difference of language regarding the 
relations of the two covenants is equally great. I cannot indeed 
regard the author of the Shepherd as a Judaizer, any more than I 
could regard our Clementine writer as a Marcionite: but the tendency 
of the one is to see in the Church a:development of the Synagogue, 
whereas the other delights to set them in sharp contrast. And alto- 
gether it may be said that the points of difference in the two documents 
are more fundamental than the points of coincidence. 

(ii) The second question, relating to the daze of this work, receives 
some illustration from the newly discovered ending, though not so 
much as might have been hoped. Generally speaking the notices in 
this portion confirm the view which was indicated in my edition (p. 177), 
that it belongs to the first half of the second century, nor do they contain 
anything that is adverse to this view. Harnack, as the result of a 
thorough examination of the whole epistle, sets the limits of date as 
A.D. 130—160; and, if it emanated from Rome (as he supposes to 
have been the case), he thinks that it must have been written within 
‘ the first two decades of this period, i.e. within a. D. 130—150°. 

This view is reasonable. If it were necessary to mention any limits 
of date, where so much uncertainty exists, I should name a.D. 120—140; 
but, as there is nothing in the work which militates against a still 
earlier date, so again it is impossible to affirm confidently that it 
might not have been written a few years later. The two main points 


On the other hand Hermas (J/azd. iv. 1) as the ideal state, and he concludes that 
writes “EvréA\XNoual cor, pyol, durdeocev neither writer ‘ thought of stopping mar- 
Thy ayvelay Kal why dvaBawérw gov ért riage among Christians for the present.’ 
Tiv Kapdlay mepl yuvacxds dddorplas } It is not clear what the words in Vis. ii. 2 
wept mopvelas Twos 1) wept rowtrw Twey may mean; nor again is it certain that 
dpowwudTwy movnpav' ToiTo yap motwr our Clementine preacher intended to en- 
duaprlay peyddny épydsy’ ris 5€o%s force an absolute rule or to do more than 
Menpwovedwy mdvrore yuvackds ovdé- give counsels of perfection. But the fact 
remains that the direct language of the 
one is in favour of latitude, of the other 
in favour of restraint. 

1 Tertull. de Pudic. 10 ‘scriptura Pas- 


more amapTyoets. In this same sec- 
tion the husband is enjoined to take back 
into his society the wife who has been 
unfaithful, and just below (§ 4) second 


marriages are permitted to Christians, 
though the greater honour is assigned 
to those who remain in widowhood. On 
the other hand Harnack (Z. fi X. 1. 
p- 348) quotes Vis. ii, 2 7H cuuBlw cov 
TH MeNOVTYH cov ddehPF, as showing 
that Hermas looked upon the single life 


toris quee sola moechos amat...adultera et 
ipsa et inde patrona sociorum,’ éd. 20 ‘illo 
apocrypho Pastore moechorum,’ 

2Z. fi K. i. p. 363; comp. Prol. 
p- Ixxili sq. (ed. 2), where, supposing it 
to be of Roman origin, he places it not 
later than A.D, 135—140 (145). 
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in which the recently recovered portion strengthens the existing data 
for determining the age of the document are these. 

first. We are furnished with additional information respecting 
the relations of the author to the Canon of the New Testament. He 
distinguishes between the Old and New Testament: the former he 
styles ‘the Books,’ ‘the Bible’ (ra Ae while the latter (or a part 
of it) is designated ‘the Apostles’ (§ 14). This distinction separates 
“him by a broad line from the age of ae Muratorian writer (c. A.D. 170 
—180), of Irenzeus, and of Clement of Alexandria, i.e. from the last 
quarter of the second century. ‘The fact also that he uses at least 
one apocryphal Gospel, which we can hardly be wrong in identifying 
with the Gospel of the Egyptians (see above, pp. 192, 193, 207 Sq.-), 
apparently as an authoritative document, points in the same direction, 
The writers just mentioned are all explicit in the acceptance of our 
four Canonical Gospels alone, as the traditional inheritance of the 
Church. ‘This argument would be very strong in favour of an early 
date, if we could be quite sure that our homily was written by a 
member of the Catholic Church, and not by some sectarian or half- 
sectarian writer. On this point there is perhaps room for misgiving, 
though on the whole it seems the more probable supposition. The gene- 
ral acceptance of this homily and its attribution to Clement certainly 
point to a Catholic origin; and in its Christology also it is Catholic 
as opposed to Gnostic or Ebionite (see above, p. 182), but its Encratite 
tendencies (not to mention other phenomena) might suggest the 
opposite conclusion. 

On the other hand our preacher quotes as ‘scripture’ (§ 6) a saying 
“which appears in our Canonical Gospels. But this same passage is 
quoted in the same way in the Epistle of Barnabas, which can hardly 
have been written many years after a.D. 120 at the very latest, and may 
have been written much earlier; and even Polycarp (§ 12), if the Latin 
text may be trusted, cites Ephes. iv. 26 as ‘scripture.’ Stronger in the same 
direction is the fact that in the newly recovered portion our anonymous 
author introduces a saying of our Lord in the Gospels with the words 
‘God saith’ (§ 13), having immediately before referred to ‘the Oracles of 
God’ in this same connexion, and that he elsewhere describes the 
reading of the Scriptures as the voice of ‘the God of truth’ speaking to 
the congregation (§ 19). As regards this latter passage however we do 
not know whether the scriptural lessons which had preceded the delivery 
of this homily were taken from the Old or from the New Testament. 

Secondly. The relations of the preacher to Gnosticism furnish an 
indication of date though not very precise. He attacks a certain type 
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of this heresy, but it is still in an incipient form. The doctrinal point on 
which he especially dwells is the denial of the resurrection of the body, 
or (as he states it) the ‘resurrection of this flesh’ (§§ 8, 9, 14)". As the 
practical consequence of this denial, the false teachers (§ 10 xaxodiSacKa- 
Aotvres) were led to antinomian inferences. They inculcated an indif- 
ference (ddvapopia) with regard to fleshly lusts, and they permitted their 
disciples to deny their faith in times of persecution. This antinomian 
teaching is denounced by the preacher*. But his polemic against 
Gnosticism does not go beyond this. There is no attack, direct or 
indirect, on the peculiar tenets of Valentinus and the Valentinians, of 
Marcion, or even of Basilides. And not only so, but he even uses 
language with regard to the heavenly Church which closely resembles 
the teaching of Valentinus respecting the eon Ecclesia (see below, 
p- 328), and which he would almost certainly have avoided, if he had 
written after this heresiarch began to promulgate his doctrine*. In like 
manner the language in which he sets the Church against the Synagogue 
would probably have been more guarded, if it had been uttered after 
Marcion had published his Antitheses in which the direct antagonism 
of the Mosaic and Christian dispensations was maintained. As it is a 
reasonable inference from the near approaches to Valentinian language 
in the Ignatian Epistles that they were written in the pre-Valentinian 
epoch ‘, seeing that the writer is a determined opponent of Gnosticism, 
and would not have compromised himself by such language after it had 
been abused, so also the same inference may be drawn here. 

These considerations seem to point to a date not later than A.D. I40: 
and altogether the topics in this homily suggest a very primitive, though 
not apostolic, age of the Church. Whether we regard the exposition of 
doctrine or the polemic against false teachers or the state of the Christian 
society or the relation to the Scriptural Canon, we cannot but feel that 
we are confronted with a state of things separated by a wide interval 
from the epoch of Ireneus and Clement of Alexandria. At the same 
time other arguments have been alleged in favour of an early date, 
which will not bear the stress that has been laid upon them. Thus it is 
said that the preacher betrays no knowledge of the writings of S. John, 
or possibly even of S. Paul®. As regards S. John, I have called attention 


1 See above, p. 201. 
2 Ga, 
See above, pp. 177, 201, and comp, 


Z. f. KL 1 pp. 359, 360. 
4 See Contemporary Review, February 


§ 16. 

® This argument drawn from the rela- 
tion of the writer to Gnosticism is justly 
insisted upon by Harnack Prod. p. lxxii, 


1875, P: 357 Sq- 

> Harmack\ Prok p. ssi, Jouko 
p- 361 sq. He regards it as uncertain, 
though probable, that our author had 
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to an indication that our author was not unacquainted with the Fourth 
Gospel (see p. 336), though the inference is not certain. As regards 
S. Paul, I cannot see any probable explanation of his appeal to ‘the Apo- 
stles’ as supporting his doctrine respecting the heavenly Church, except 
that which supposes him to be referring to S. Paul, and more especially 
to the Epistle to the Ephesians—not to mention echoes of this Apostle’s 
language elsewhere in this homily’. But even if it be granted that he 
shows no knowledge of the writings of either Apostle, does it follow 
that he had none? What numbers of sermons and tracts, published in 
the name of authors living in this nineteenth century, must on these 
grounds be relegated to the first or second! And again, if he says 
nothing about episcopacy’, does it follow that he knew nothing about 
it, and therefore must have written before this institution existed ? 
This argument again would, I imagine, remove to a remote antiquity 
a large portion, probably not less than half, of the theological literature 
of our own age. 

(iii) But, while criticism suggests probable or approximate results 
with regard to the locality and the date, it leaves us altogether in the 
dark as respects the authorship; for the opinions maintained by the 
three editors who have discussed this question since the recent dis- 
covery of the lost ending, must, I venture to think, be discarded. All 
three alike agree in the retention of Clement as the author, but under- 
stand different persons bearing this name. 

_ (rt) In the first place Bryennios (p. pv’) maintains that the homily 
is the work of none other than the famous Clement whose name it 
bears, the bishop of Rome. This view however has nothing to recom- 
~ mend it, and has found no favour with others. Indeed all the arguments 
which were urged against it, when the work was still a fragment, are 
considerably strengthened, now that we have it complete. Thus for 
instance the gulf which separates our preacher from the genuine Clement 
in their respective relations to the New Testament Scriptures (see above, 
p- 176 sq.) has been widened by the additional evidence furnished on 
this point. And again the divergence of style between the two writings 
has been still further emphasized by the recent discovery. Indeed to 
those who had studied the two works carefully in their fragmentary state, 
no proof of the genuineness of the recent discovery could have been more 


read S. Paul’s Epistles. At the same nymous, this fact can hardly surprise us. 
time he considers it strange that S. 1 See the notes pp. 187, 189, 198. 
Paul’s name is not mentioned. As most 2 Harnack Prol. p. Ixxil, Z. f/ K. I. p. 
of our author’s quotations (even when 359. 

taken from the Old Testament) are ano- 


314 AN ANCIENT HOMILY 

satisfactory than the finding that each document, as distinguished from 
the other, retained in the new portions the most subtle peculiarities 
of thought and diction which had been observed in the old. 

(2) On the other hand Hilgenfeld (p. xlix, ed. 2) surmises that the 
author was not the Roman Clement but the Alexandrian. He argues 
that our preacher was not a presbyter, but a catechist’. He points to 
the passage (§ 19) in which (as he reads it) the duty of studying 
‘philosophy’ is inculcated*. And, as Dodwell had done before him 
(see above, p. 180), he imagines that he sees resemblances in this sermon 
to the style and thought of the Alexandrian Clement. He therefore 
suggests that this was an early production of the Alexandrian father. 

The inference however with regard to the preachers office is 
highly precarious, as we have seen already (p. 304); nor does it 
materially affect the question. The mention of ‘philosophy’ again 
disappears, when the passage is correctly read. The Syriac Version 
shows clearly that guAorovety is the true reading, and that ¢rocodeiy, 
as a much commoner word, was written down first from mere inadvert- 
ence by the scribe of C and afterwards corrected by him*. Nor again 
is it possible to see any closer resemblance to the Alexandrian Clement 
in the diction and thoughts, than will often appear between one early 
Christian writer and another; while on the other hand the difference 
is most marked. The wide learning, the extensive vocabulary, the 
speculative power, the vigorous and epigrammatic expression, of the 
Alexandrian Clement are all wanting to this sermon, which is con- 
fused in thought and slipshod in expression, and is only redeemed from 
common-place by its moral earnestness and by some peculiarities 
of doctrinal exposition. Where there is want of arrangement in the 
Alexandrian Clement, it is due to his wealth of learning and of thought. 
In our author on the other hand the confusion is the result of in- 
tellectual poverty. Nor again is the difference between the two writers 
less wide as regards their relation to the Canon of the New Testament. 
It is true that both alike quote the Gospel of the Egyptians, and (as 


In both 


1 See pp. xlix, 106. He explains 
§ 17 el yap évrodas txomev...dmrd riey eld. 
Awv droordy kal Karn ety as referring 
to the official position of the preacher; 
but compare e.g. r Cor. xiv. 19, Gal. 
vi. 6. 

2 See pp. xlix, 84, ro6. 

® Compare the note on this word 
pirorovery § 19 (p. 338, ]. 8) with that on 


Meradyjwerat § 14 (p. 328, 1. 5). 
cases the scribe has corrected the word 
which he first wrote down, and in both 
the correction is supported by the Syriac 
Version. Hilgenfeld has consistently 
adopted the scribe’s first writing in both 
cases. On p. 84 he has incorrectly given 
dioroety as the correction in C, It 
should be ¢iAomoveiv, 
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it so happens) the same passage from this Gospel. But this very fact 
enables us to realize the gulf which separates the two. Our author 
uses this apocryphal work as authoritative, and apparently as his 
chief evangelical narrative; Clement on the other hand depreciates 
its value on the ground that it is not one of the four traditionally 
received by the Church. Our author interprets the passage in ques- 
tion as favouring ascetic views respecting the relation of the sexes: 
Clement on the other hand refutes this interpretation, and explains it 
in a mystical sense’. 

(3) Lastly; Harnack is disposed to assign this homily neither to 
the Roman bishop nor to the Alexandrian father, but to a third person 
bearing the name of Clement, intermediate in date between the two. 

In the Shepherd of Hermas (Ves. ii. 4) the writer relates how he 
was directed in a vision to send a copy of his book to ‘Clement,’ and 
it is added ‘Clement shall send it to the cities abroad; for he is 
charged with this business’ (résper ody KAnys cis ras tw addets" 
As Hermas is stated to have written this 
work during the episcopate of his brother Pius (c. a.D. 140—158), 
it is urged that the Clement here mentioned cannot have been the 
same with the illustrious bishop of Rome* Thus the notice in the 
Shepherd gives us another Roman Clement, who flourished about the 
time when our homily must have been written. Here, argues Harnack, we 
have an explanation of the phenomena of the so-called Second Epistle 
of Clement. If we suppose that towards the end of the third century a 
homily known to have emanated from the early Church of Rome and 


wee’ NY 2 , 
EKELVO yap erirétpamra.), 


to Cassianus, év rots mapadedomévors huiv 
rérrapow evaryryertos ovk exouev TO pyrdv, 


1 Strom. iii. 13 p. 553 (quoted above, 
p- 209 sq.). Julius Cassianus, like our 


preacher, had interpreted the passage as 
discountenancing marriage; and Clement 
of Alexandria controverts him, substitut- 
ing another interpretation. While the 
passage was still mutilated, the opinion 
was expressed in my notes (p. 210) that 
it was doubtful whether our author’s 
explanation was more closely allied tc 
the interpretation of Cassianus or to that 
of Clement of Alexandria, though I in- 
clined to the latter supposition. The dis- 
covery of the conclusion of the passage 
however decides in favour of the former. 

It is in reference to this very passage 
from the Gospel of the Egyptians, that 
Clement of Alexandria urges in answer 


a@\N & 7 xar’ Alyurrlovs. Thus he is 
diametrically opposed to our preacher on 
the one point where we are able to com- 
pare their opinions. 

2 Prol. p. Ixxiv, Z. f. K. 1. p. 363 sq. 
See also his remarks in the Zyeolog. 
Literature. Feb. 3, 1877, p. 585 sq. 
The distinction of this Clement men- 
tioned by Hermas from the famous 
Roman bishop is maintained also by 
G. Heyne (Quo tempore Herme Fastor 
scriptus sit, 1872, p. 15 sq.) quoted in 
Harnack, and by Skworzow (Latrol. 
Unters. p. 54 Sq.): see also Donaldson 
Apostolic Fathers p. 330, ed. 2, 
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bearing the name of Clement was carried to the East, it would not 
unnaturally be attributed to the famous bishop, and thus, being 
attached to his genuine epistle, might easily before the close of the 
fourth century be furnished with the incorrect title KAnpevtos mpos 
KopwOiovs érustody) ’. 
This view has much more to recommend it, than the two which 
have been considered already. But the foundation on which it rests 
is insecure. Notwithstanding the chronological difficulty, it is not 
easy to resist the conviction that the famous bishop of Rome himself 
was intended by the author of the Shepherd. The function assigned 
to him of communicating with foreign cities is especially appropriate 
to one who was known as the author and transmitter of the epistle 
written in the name of the Roman Church to the Corinthians. Nor, 
if we remember the obscurity which shrouds the authorship and date 
of the Shepherd, is the chronological difficulty serious. The Shepherd 
indeed is stated by our earliest authority, the Muratorian Fragmentist, 
to have been written during the episcopate of Pius’. But, considering 
that we only possess this testimony in a very blundering Latin transla- 
tion, it may reasonably be questioned whether the Greek original 
stated as much definitely. » Again, it is quite possible that, though the 
book may have been published as late aS a.D. 140, yet the epoch 
of the supposed revelation was placed at a much earlier period 
in the writer’s life, while the Roman bishop was still living. For, 
though the latest date mentioned by any authority for the death of 
the Roman bishop is A.D. 100 or 101”, yet no weight can be attached 
to any testimony which we possess on this point, and we may without 
hesitation suppose Clement to have lived several years after the close 
of the century, if independent facts seem to require it. Even if this 
explanation of the chronological difficulty should fail, the possibility 
still remains that Hermas is a xom de plume assumed by the brother 
of Pius for the purposes of dramatic fiction, and that the epoch of 


1 The words in the AZuratorian Canon translator would not carefully distinguish » 


are ‘Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus 
nostris in urbe Roma Hermas conscripsit 
sedente cathedram urbis Romee ecclesiz 
Pio episcopo fratre ejus’ (see Westcott 
Canon pp. 519, 530, ed. 4), when some 
obvious errors of orthography and tran- 
scription are corrected. Considering the 
blunders of which this translation else- 
where is guilty, the probability is that the 


between the absence and presence of the 
article, e.g. between émixadnuévov and 
Tou émixaOnudvov: see Philippians p. 
166 sq. There is no reason to suppose 
that the notice in the Liberian Chronicle 
‘Sub huius [Pii] episcopatu frater eius 
Ermes librum scripsit ete.’ is independent 
of this notice in the AZuratorian Canon. 
2 Euseb. A. £, iii. 34. 
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this fiction is placed by him half a century or so before he wrote, 
and while Clement the bishop was still living. In this case he may have 
had in his mind the Hermas mentioned by S. Paul among the Roman 
Christians. On the whole however it seems probable that, like Dante’s 
relation to Beatrice in the Commedia, the fiction of the Shepherd is 
founded on the actual circumstances of the writer’s own life. 

As all these hypotheses fail us, we must be content to remain still 
in ignorance of the author; nor is it likely now that the veil 
will ever be withdrawn. The homily itself, as a literary work, is 
almost worthless. As the earliest example of its kind however, and 
as the product of an important age of which we possess only the 
scantiest remains, it has the highest value. Nor will its intellectual 
poverty blind us to its true grandeur, as an example of the lofty moral 
earnestness and the triumphant faith which subdued a reluctant world 
and laid it prostrate at the foot of the Cross. 
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AN ANCIENT HOMILY. 


\ 3 A 1 Fy ” 2” 
Kal TO APCEN META TAC @HAEIAC OYTE OPCEN OYTE 


eRAY, TOUTO Aéyel, iva addEAos idav adengny tovdevt 


ppovn rept 
apo EViKOV. 
5% Baoirela 
XIII. 


2 ovdéev ppovg] ovdéev ppove? C. 


avTns OnduKov, pnde porn TL TEpL avTou 
TavTa Vuwov mowvytwy, pnolv, édevoeTat 
TOU TaTpOS jou. 

"Aderor touvt yon mote petavoncwpe’ 


3 mende] add. guum soror videbit fratrem S. 


6 *AdeAgol ofr] "AdeApot [uov] S, omitting ojv. As S commonly renders ddeAgol 
alone by ‘NN fratres mez, it is uncertain whether the translator had yov in his text. 


I. kalo dpoev «.t.A.] The lacuna 
in the Alexandrian MS commences 
after rovro: see p. 209. But the 
previous words in the sentence are 
here printed again for the sake of 
convenience. 

2. ovde&v] The previous editors, 
while substituting dpovy for dpovet, 
have passed over ovd& in silence. 
But with ¢pov7 we should certainly 
expect pndé& The reading ovd& 
can only be explained by treating 
ovdev Ondukov as a separate idea, 
‘should entertain thoughts which 
have no regard to her sex’, so as 
to isolate ovdév from the influence of 
iva; but the order makes this ex- 

. planation very difficult. The gram- 

mars do not give any example of 
the use of ov (ovdév) which is ana- 
logous; see Kiihner II p. 747 sq., 
Winer § lv. p. 599 sq. The sentence 
is elliptical, and words must be 
understood in the second clause, 
pndé [ddeAgpry iWotca ddeApor] ppory 
«7.A. Similar words, it will be seen, 
are supplied in the Syriac; but I 
attribute this to the exigencies of 
translation, rather than to any differ- 
ence in-the Greek text which the 
translator had. Gebhardt ingeni- 
ously reads pn® 75; but 7de...avrod 
does not seem a natural combination 
of pronouns here. 

4. gyoiv] It does not follow that 
the preacher is quoting the exact 


words of the Gospel according to 
the Egyptians; for ¢yoiv may mean 
nothing more than ‘he says in effect’, 
‘he signifies’, See e.g. Barnab. 7 
ovTa@, pyoiv, oi Oédovrés pe ideiv k.7.X., 
a passage which has been wrongly 
understood as preserving a saying 
of Christ elsewhere unrecorded, but 
in which the writer is really giving 
only an explanation of what has 
gone before. This use of gnoiv 
occurs many times elsewhere in 
Barnab. §§ 6, 10, 11, 12, where the 
meaning is indisputable. 

XIII. ‘Let us therefore repent 
and be vigilant: for now we are full 
of wickedness. Let us wipe out our 
former sins ; and not be men-pleasers. 
Yet we must approve ourselyes by 
our righteousness to the heathen, 
lest God’s Name be blasphemed, as 
the Scriptures warn us. And how 
is it blasphemed? When the Ora- 
cles of God command one thing, 
and we do another: for then they 
treat the Scriptures as a lying fable. 
When for instance God’s Word tells 
us to love those that hate us, and 
they find that, so far from doing 
this, we hate those that love us, 
they laugh us to scorn, and they 
blaspheme the holy Name’. 

6. otv] This particle cannot stand 
after the vocative, and indeed is 
omitted in the Syriac. Perhaps ody 
is a Corruption of pov, as ddeddoi 
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\ 4 A i . r 
vyvwpev éri TO dyabovy peatol yap éapuev moNAjs 
/ ~ A FF 
dyotas kat movnpias. é€areiy-wuev ad’ juav Ta mp0- 
y, ~ ~ 
TEepa duapTnmaTa, Kal peTavonocayTes Ex Yuyns cwOw- 
9 , \ , 
mev. kal py ywopuela avOpwraperkor pndé bédwpev 
, € ~ CMA > \ ee ~ af > 6 , 
Movov éavTois dpeoKelv, GAA Kat Tots EEw avOpwrrais 5 
a ié / 4 fa cod 4 
émt TH Sikatocvn, iva TO ovoua Ot ruas py Bracopn- 
é 
a i, ‘ ‘ » ' 
pinta. Aéyer yap Kat 6 Kupios Aid mantéc 16 bNoMA Moy 


a > ns n Dy \ / a. 5 - 
BAACDHMEITAI EN TIACIN TOIC EONECIN® Kat TaAw Oyai Al ON 


BAAC@MHMEITAI TO ONOMA MOY’ 
Quads] S; vuas C. 
méacw] om. S. 
9 év rim] add. 6¢S: comp. ii- § 3. 
TI Nudv] S3 bua C, 


6 7d dvoua] add. Domini S. 

8 Bracpnuetrar] add. dv vuds S. 

See the lower note. 

npas & Néyouev S. 
pov occurs several times, §§ 9, 10, I1; 
or the scribe has here tampered with 
the connecting particles, as he has 
done elsewhere (§ 7 are ovv, adeApot 
pov), and in this case has blundered. 

I. vpopev emi k.t.A.] 1 Tim. ii, 26 
dvarnooww...eis To extivov OéAnpa, 
1 Pet. iv. 7 mare eis mpocevyas, 
Polyc. Phd. 7 ophovres mpos Tas evdxds. 

2. e€adeivoper] Harnack quotes 
Acts iii, 19 petavonoare ody kai 
emtotpépare eis ro €EarerhOijvar 
Upnav Tas dpaprias. 

4. dvOpwmdapecko| Ephes. vi. 6, 
Col. iii. 22, See also the note on 
dvOpwrapeckeiv Ign. Rom. 2. 

5. €avtois] ‘one another’, i.e. 
‘our fellow-Christians’, as rightly 
explained here by Harnack; comp. 
§ 4 €v rO dyaray Eéavtods, § 12 AadGpev 
€avrois ddnOevay, but not § 15. 

tots é£w GvOpdrois] ‘ the heathen’. 
For the expression of % see the 
note Colossians iv. 5. 

6. 7d ‘dvoual ‘the Name’; so 
Tertull. Zdo/. 14 ‘ne nomen blas- 
phemetur’. For other instances of 
this absolute use, and for the man- 
ner in which (as here) translators 
and transcribers supply the imagined 
defect, see the note on Ign, Ephes. 3. 


év Tin Pracrhnpetrat : 


7 kal] S; om. C. 
madw Oval 6 dv] S3 Ad C. 
10 buds d Bovrouar] 
12 éretra] add. 5¢S, 15 mvedv 


7- Aw mavrés xr.d.] From the 
LXX Is. lil. 5 rade Aéyer 6 KUpios, A’ 
vpas dia maytés rd Svoud pov BrAa- 
odnueira tv trois €6verw. The Syriac 
translator inserts 8: wuas, and omits 
maow; but these are obvious altera- 
tions to conform to the familiar Lxx 
of Isaiah. 

8. xal mddw Oval «1r.A.] I have 
adopted the reading of the Syriac 
here, because the Greek text is 
obviously due to the accidental o- 
mission of some letters (perhaps 
owing to hemeeoteleuton), a common 
phenomenon in our MS. On the 
other hand it is hardly conceivable 
that any scribe or translator could 
have invented the longer reading 
of the Syriac out of the shorter 
reading of the Greek. The Syriac 
reading however is not without its 
difficulty. If the first quotation Ard 
marros x.t.A. is taken from Is. lii. 
5, Whence comes the second Ovai 
«7.2? The explanation seems to 
be, that Is. lii. 5 itself was very 
frequently quoted in the early ages 
Ovat d0 oy (or & 0d) Kd. (see 
instances collected in the note to. 
Ign. Zyadl/. 8), though there is no 
authority for it either in the Lxx or 
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2 - \ 5 eg A / \ / 
Toey TW py ToLeiy Uuas a BovrAoum. Ta EOvn yap, 
> 7 > ond / ond a col 
QKOVOVTA EK TOU OTOMATOS HUwWY TA Aoyta tou Qéeouv, 
e \ \ / / 14 
ws Kaha kat peyada OauuaCer eéreita, xatapabovra 
Ne of. e an / 7 oe od “a 
Ta Epya nuwy OTL OVK EOTLW aeua TWV pnuarov OY. 
/ af > , y ld 
Aeyouev, EvOev eis Bracdnpiav TpETOVTaL, .NEVOVTES 
> a if 4 if e 
15 elvat pvOov Twa Kat mrAdynV. Srav yap dKovowow 
> e lon / , e \ > ’ ea yo a 
wap nuwv ote Neyer 0 Oeos Oy ydpic Yuin ef draTrdte 
TOoYC 4ram@ntac YmMdc, dAAR ydspic YMIN ef draTtdte ToYc 
2 \ a ¢ n tas € , 
EXOpoyc Kab ToYC MICOYNTac Ymdc° TaUTAa OTAV aKOU- 
twa] add. delirizi S, the word being. doubtless added to bring out the force of 
H0Oov. ry GNA] add. rére S. 18 éxOpovs] add. vudy S. The addition of 
pronouns is very common in S; and I have not thought it necessary to record 


several instances which occur below. 


inthe Hebrew. Our preacher there- 
fore seems to have cited the same 
passage in two different forms—the 
first from the LXx, the second from 
the familiar language of quotation— 
supposing that he was giving two 
distinct passages. 

g. ev tiv. x.t.A.| This is no longer 
any part of the quotation, but belongs 
to the preacher’s explanation. He has 
however put the words into the mouth 
of God Himself, after his wont: e.g. 

.§ 12 radra dpav movwovvt@y k.t.r., § 14 
Thpyoare THY oapka K.7.A. The read- 
ing of the Syriac, py movety yuas a 
Aéyopev, is obviously a correction 
to overcome this difficulty. For other 
examples where this preacher begins 
his explanations with év rivs see 
$$ 3, 9. 

II. ra Adyta TOU Oeod] A synonyme 
for the Scriptures; comp. Rom. iil. 
2, Heb. v. 12; Clem. Rom. 19, 53, 
62, etc. The point to be observed 
is that the expression here refers to 
an evangelical record: see the next 
note below. Thus it may be com- 
pared with the language of Papias, 
Euseb. H. £. iii. 39 Mar@aios...cuve- 
ypavato ra Aoyia, Which must have 
been nearly contemporaneous. See 


Contemporary Review, August 1875, 
p- 400 sq. Similarly our author 
above § 2 quotes a Gospel as ypadpy 
(see pp. 177, 190). 

12. éreira x.t.r.] Apost. Const. ii. 8 
6 ro.ovTos...Brardnpiay mpocérpupe TH 
kow@ THs exkAnolas Kal TH SidacKkania, 
@s pul) TovovvT@y éekeiva a Néyomen ecivas 
kaha KT. 

16. Aéyet 6 eds] ‘God saith’. The 
passage quoted therefore is regarded 
as one of ra Adya TOU Ocov. As the 
words of our Lord follow, it might 
perhaps be thought that the expres- 
sion Aé€yes 6 Geds refers not to the 
Divine inspiration of the Gospel, 
but to the Divine personality of 
Christ, of whom the writer says § 1 
ovtas Set nuas poveiy mept "Incod 
Xpicrod os wept Ocod. But, not to 
mention that such a mode of speak- 
ing would be without a parallel in 
the early ages of Christianity, the 
preceding ra Aoyta tov Geod deter- 
mines the sense here. 

Ov ydpisx.7.A.] A loose quotation 
from Luke vi. 32, 35 e¢ dyamare rods 
dyarévras vpas, moia viv xdpis eotiv; 
-.TAQY ayaTatre Tovs éxOpods var... 
kal état 0 piaOos vpody wohvs. For the 
use of yapis comp, 1 Pet. ii. 19, 20, 
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/ \ 4 ~ , 
cwow, OavuaCovow tHv vrepBornv THs dyabornTos 
cy €. V. \ ~ 
dtav O€ idwow OTL OV POvoY TOUS puGOUYTAS OUK aya- 

o~ € \ A cod ~ 
TWMEV, GAN OTL OUSE TOUS ayaTwWYTAS, KaTayEeAooW 
¢ al \ - ASE 
juav, Kat BAaodyuEiTat TO dvopa. 
- ¢ > , ~ A , col 
XIV. “Wore, addeApoi, mowvvres TO B€AnMa TOU 5 
aA ~~ , ~ > , ~ , 
TATPOS nuwv Ocov éooucba éx THs éexxAnoias TIS Tw 


3 Gri] om. S, perhaps owing to the exigencies of translation. 
7 bvoua] add. rod Xpicrod S. 


Bracdnuctrar] add. ody S. 


1. dyabornros] ‘goodness’ in the 
sense of ‘kindness’ ‘beneficence’, 
as ayaforotety in the context of St 
Luke (vv. 33, 35). This substantive 
does not occur in the N. T., and only 
rarely (Wisd. vii. 26, xii. 22, Ecclus. 
xlv. 23) in the LXx; the form com- 
monly used being dyadwovvn. 

XIV. ‘If we do God’s will, we 
shall be members of the eternal, 
spiritual Church; if not, we shall 
belong to that house which is a den 
of thieves. The living Church is 
Christ’s body. God made male and 
female, saith the Scripture. The male 
is Christ, the female the Church. 
The Bible and the Apostles teach 
us that the Church existed from 
eternity. Just as Jesus was mani- 
fested in the flesh, so also was the 
Church. If therefore we desire to 
partake of the spiritual archetype, 
we must preserve the fleshly copy 
in its purity. This flesh is capable 
of life and immortality, if it be united 
to the Spirit, that is to Christ. And 
the blessings which await His elect 
are greater than tongue can tell.’ 

6. ths mpotys «.7.A.] This doc- 
trine of an eternal Church seems to 
be a development of the Apostolic 
teaching which insists on the fore- 
ordained purpose of God as having 
elected a body of men to serve Him 
from all eternity; see esp. Ephes. 


4 kal] om. S. 
Q ék THs ypadys 


i. 3 Sq. 6 evAoyjoas Huas év rao 
evAoyla mvevparikn ev Tois émov- 
paviots €v Xpiot@, xabds éedé~aro 
npas €v adT@ mpd KaTaBoAjs Koo pov 
-..poopicas juas els viobeciav x.t.d., 
a passage aptly quoted by Bryennios. 
The language of our preacher stands 
midway in point of development, 
and perhaps also in point of chron- 
ology, between this teaching of S. 
Paul and the doctrine of the Valen- 
tinians, who believed in an eternal 
zeon ‘ Ecclesia’, thus carrying the 
Platonism of our pseudo-Clement a 
step in advance. 

7. mpo ndtov x.r.A.] This expres- 
sion is probably taken from Ps, 
Ixxi (Ixxil). 5 ovpmapapevet 7G rio 
kal mpd Tis cednvns yeveds yeveav 
and 7, ver.17 pd rod HAlov dcapevet 
TO dvona atrov; for though in these 
passages, as the Hebrew shows, mp3 
has or ought to have a different 
meaning (Aquila eis mpic@moy tis 
gedjyms, Symmachus gumpoobev ris 
gednvns), yet it was commonly so 
interpreted, as appears from Justin 
Dial. 64 (p. 288) dmrodeixvurat...dre 
obros (i.e. 6 Xpioros) kal mpd rod 
nAlav Av, in proof of which statement 
he cites the passages just quoted; 
comp. 76. 45 (p- 264) Os Kat mpd 
éwopdpov kal aednrns fv, 34 (Pp. 252), 
76 (p. 302); and so Athanasius ¢. 
Arian, i. 41 (Lp. 351) ef 8€ Kal, ds 


x1v] BY AN UNKNOWN AUTHOR. 


325 


TNS, THS WVEUMATLKHS, THS Meo HAlov Kai wEeAHYHS exTIC- 
we el a \ \ \ Ud \ 

Mevys* éay O€ py Tromowuev TO OEAnua Kupiov, éromeba 

€K THS Yypapns THs Neyovons *Erendon 6 oiKdc moy 


IO CTTHAAION AHCTON. 


> {4 > lol > 

exkAnolas THs Cwns civ, 
\ lal an 

d€ vas adyvoeiv 


_ THs Neyobans] ex iis de guibus scriptum est S. 


S, omitting ovv. See p. 321. 


Wadrer Aavid ev r@ EBSopnkoote mpére 
Warpo, Ilpd rod AAiov Siapéver rd 
dvoupa avTov, Kal mpo THs aeAnvys eis 
yeveds yevedv, mas €AduBavev 6 eiyey 
det xr.A. Similarly too in his £xZos, 
zn Psalm. \xxi (1. p. 897) he explains 
the two expressions, vv. 5, 17, mpo 
aidvey and mpo xaraBodjs Koopov 
respectively. Meanwhile Eusebius 
Comm. in Psalm. ad loc. (Op. V. p. 
800 ed. Migne) had mentioned and 
rejected this meaning; od ydp mpo 
Tis ceAnvns, TovTeots mply yeverOar 
THY ceAnVnY, GAN évdmiov w@otrep Kal 
eumpoobey ryovpevos THs ceAnvns. 

For the idea see esp. Hermas Vzs. 
i. 4 Tis ody éoriv; dnpi. “H “ExkAnoia, 
gnolv. cixov obv adta, Aa ti ov 
mpeoBurépa ;"Or1, pyoiv, mavray TpaTn 
éxtic6n’ dea rodro mpeaBurépa, kal dia 
ravtny 6 Kocpos Katnpticbn, quoted by 
Bryennios. Comp. also Orig. c. Ceds. 
vi. 35, where speaking of the phrase 
dmoppoias éxkAnoias émvyelov which 
Celsus had attributed among other 
absurdities to the Christians, he 
writes, raya éAnpOn did Tod vr6 Tie 
héyerOar éxkAnoias Tivos émovpaviov 
xal kpelrrovos aidvos dméppocav eivat 
Tv emt yhs exkAnoiav. And see the 
passages quoted in the notes on 
7a BiBXia «7A. and dytirvToy. Hil- 
genfeld quotes Clem. Alex. Strom. 
iv. 8 (p. 593) elxdy dé rhs ovpaviov 
éxkAnalas 7 émiyevos (this father has 


ef oO e 7 \ lo 
@OTE OUY alpeTiowueOa amo THS 


ef - of 
va ocwlwopyev. ovK olopa 


/ > fp yor a ’ 2 
OTL €KKANoOLAaA Cooa COMA E€ECTIN 


10 Wore ody] ware, ddeApol [wou] 


just before cited Ephes. v. 21 sq., 
Col. iii. 18 sq.), 20. vi. 13 (p- 793) 
ai évrava Kata tiv exkAnolay mpokorrat 
...plynpata, oisat, ayyeducns ddéns 
kdkeivns THs olKovopias TuyxavovoL 
qv dvapevew hac ai ypadal rovs kar’ 
tyvos K.T.A. 

Q. &k ths ypapis x7.A.] A loose 
expression, meaning ‘of those persons 
described in the Scripture’. The 
Syriac translator has paraphrased 
accordingly. The passage is Jer- vii. 
II pa) omndaov AnoTaY 6 olkds pov, oD 
€mtKeKAnTaL TO Ovoud pov em avT@ 
k.t-X., to which also our Lord alludes 
(Matt. xxi. 13, Mark xi. 17, Luke 
xix. 46). For the application here 
comp. Afost. Const, ii. 17. 

10. oare ov] A pleonasm which 
our author repeats elsewhere; §§ 4, 7. 

aipetrioopeba| ‘choose’, prefer’; 
a common word in the Lxx. In 
the N.T. it is found only Matt. xii. 
18, in a quotation from Is. xlii. 1, 
where however it does not occur in 
the LXx. See Sturz Dial. Mac. 144. 

Il. rhs Cos] Harnack writes ‘Iu- 
dzeorum synagoga est ecclesia mor- 
tis’, The contrast however is not 
between the Synagogue and the 
Church of Christ, but between mere 
external membership in the visible 
body and spiritual communion in the 
celestial counterpart. 

12. copa éorw Xpiotod| Ephes. i. 
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a . e <5, ' « Y ‘ 
Xpictoy* Neyer yap 1 ypapn Eroincen 6 Ocedc TON 
By \ a of \ 4 

&NOpwTION dpceN Kal OAAY* TO apoev EoTly O Xpirros, 


a \ 4 \ 7 A ¢ yd 
To OnAv 4 éxkAnoia’ Kal OTL Ta BiBAla Kal ot droaTO- 


3 = \ of , 
Aor THY ExkAnotav ov viv civat, GANA avwbev [Aéyoucw, 


3 7d Ondv] Kal 7d ORV S. 
prophetarum S. 


23 TH éxkAnoia, Wris eotly TO copa 
avrodv; comp. 26. iv. 4, I2 sq., 16, 
Vi123, 30, Rom. xi1..5,)1) Cor. x 27, 
xii. 12—27, Col. i. 18, 24, li. 19, 
iii. 15. 

I. ’Emoinoev k.t.A.] Gen. i. 27 
émoincev 6 Oeds tov GvOpwmov, Kat 
eixova Qeov éemoinoev avtov’ apaev Kal 
OnAv eroinaey adrovs. The applica- 
tion seems to be suggested by S. 
Paul’s treatment of this portion of 
the Mosaic account, Ephes. v. 31 sq. ; 
where, after representing the Church 
as. the. body and spouse of Christ, 
and quoting Gen. ii. 24, he says, ré 
puoTnpiov TodTo péya eotiv’ éeya dé 
Aéyo eis Xpiorov kal [eis] tHv exxAy- 
oiay. 

3. Kat drt] Some words have 
evidently dropped out in the Ms 
here: see the introduction, pp. 246 sq. 
The lacuna is conveniently supplied 
by A€youcw SHAov after dvwbev, as I 
have done. This seems to me better 
than the more obvious solution of 
Bryennios, who would attach this 
dre to the preceding vas dyvoeiv, and 
understand merely act or diSdoKovee 
or the like. The Syriac translator 
omits the dr: and inserts a Aéyovet 
or some similar word. This is 
clearly an arbitrary correction. 

Ta BiBXia kal of dwécroAa] This is 
a rough synonyme for the Old and 
NewTestaments respectively. Though 
the Apostolic and Evangelical writ- 
ings are elsewhere in this epistle 
treated as ypadai (§ 2) and even as 
Adyia Tod Ccod (§ 13), being thus co- 


kal 6ri] atgue etiam S. 
4 ov vor] add. dicunt S, 


Ta BiBdla] add. 
Aéyousw dndov] om. C S; see the 


ordinated in point of authority with 
the Old Testament, yet the term 
Ta BiBdia, ‘the Books’, is not yet 
extended to them. For somewhat 
similar expressions for the Old and 
New Testaments in early writers,see 
the note on Ign. Philad. 5. The 
exact mode of expression is however 
unique. The Syriac translators 
‘books of the prophets’ is the ob- 
vious gloss of a later age. 

But what Books of the Old Testa- 
ment and what Apostolic writings 
had the preacher in view? 

(1) As regards the O.T. the an- 
swer is partly supplied by his own 
context. In the first place the history 
of creation in Genesis is contem- 
plated. Such treatment was alto- 
gether in accordance with the theo- 
logical teaching of his age. Anastasius 
of Sinai (Routh’s Re/, Sacr. 1. p. 15; 
comp. Anastas. Of. p. 860, Migne) 
says, Iariov rod mavu tod ‘TepamroXirov 
Tov ev TH emtatnOia Horrnoarros, Kat 
KAjpevros Tlavraivov tijs "AXeEar- 
Spéav iepéws, kat "Appoviov copwrd- 
Tov, TOY dpyaiwy Kal mpdtrav cuvddev 
eEnyntav, els Xptordy kal roy 
€xxAnoiay nacav thy éanuepov vor- 
oavrov. We might almost suppose 
that Anastasius was here alluding 
to our pseudo-Clement, if he had 
not in a parallel passage (p. 962 
Migne), where he is again enume- 
rating ancient interpreters who ex- 
plained the statements respecting 
paradise in Genesis as eis rijv Xpucrod 
exxAnolay dvapepopeva, specified KAy- 


xIv| 
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- 3S A / Lo) -“ 5) 
5 OnAov]: Hv yap rvevuatiKn, Ws Kal 6 ’Incous nov, épa- 
/ \ , ~ - € lo 
veowOn o€ én’ éoyaTwv Tay nMepov iva nuds cwon: 
é 


ie 3 / \ \ > a ‘ 
n €kkAnoia O€ TvEvUATLKH OUTA EpavepwOn €v TH oapKe 
& 


lower note. 


5 &s Kal 6 "Inoots yudcy, épavepdOn 58 K.7.d.] ef vir eius autem 


(Se) spiritalis est, is qui est Fesus Christus Dominus noster, mantfestatus est autene, 


etc. 'S, 


pns 6 2tpe@parevs. He writes again 
(p. 964), ‘admirabiles ques diximus 
interpretes...decreverunt...duos quos- 
dam esse paradisos...terrestrem et 
celestem, qui cernitur et qui in- 
telligitur, sicut etiam est Christus 
celestis simul et terrestris, congru- 
enter typo duarum ecclesiarum, ter- 
rene, inquam, et celestis civitatis 
Domini virtutum etc.’ (a passage 
which illustrates the language of our 
preacher respecting the Church); 
and he himself accordingly maintains 
that whatever is said of Adam and 
Eve applies to Christ and the Church 
(e.g. pp. 999, 1007, 1027, 1050). But 
besides the Hexaemeron, our preacher 
may have ‘been thinking of other 
parts of the O. T., such as Ps. xliv (xlv), 
in which ‘the queen’ was already 
interpreted of the Church (Justin 
' Dial. 63, p. 287). So too he would 
not improbably have the Song of 
Solomon in his mind. 

(2) As regards the ‘Apostles’ 
again his context indieates his chief 
reference. The Epistle to the E- 
phesians seemed to him more es- 
pecially to inculcate this doctrine. 
But he would find it elsewhere. 
There are some indications that he 
was acquainted with the Epistle to 
the Hebrews ; and, if so, he would see 
a confirmation of his view in méAeu 
"@cod Cavros ‘IepovoaAnp émovpavig... 
maynyupet kal €kkAnoia mpwTordKey d7ro- 
yeypappeverv ev ovpavois (xii. 22, 23). 
Again such words as Apoc. xxi. 9, 10, 
Thy vophny THY yuVvaika Tov dpviov... 


6 huepev] temporum S. 


Thy aylaylepovoaAnp kataBaivovcay 
ék 10d ovpavod ams Tod Gcod, would 
suit his purpose admirably. 

4. od viv x.r.A.] ‘not now for the 
first time, dut from the beginning’. 
For this sense of dywbev see Luke 
i. 3, Acts xxvi. 5; comp. Justin Dza/. 
24 (p. 242) Gomep Gvwbev exnpvocero, 
26. 63 (p. 286) dre dvabev 6 Oeds... 
yevvac Oat avroy éueAXe, where it is an 
éxplanation of mpo éwaddpov éyévynod 
oe. Harnack compares Gal. iv. 26, 
etc., but the opposition to vi» here 
suggests the temporal rather than 
the local meaning of dvdev, 

5. 6 ‘Inoovs nuav] SC. mvevparcikds 
qv, SO that 6 “Inoods, not 7 éxkAnoia, 
is the nominative of épavepw6n: comp. 
§ 9 Xpioros o Kupwos, 6 cwoas juas, 
dv pev 70 mparov mvedpua, éyévero 
capé Kal ovTws Huas éxddecev. For 
épavepaOn dé k7.A. comp. I Pet. i. 
20 Xpicrod mpoeyywopevov pev mpo 
katraBoAjs Koopov, Pavepwbéeyvros dé 
éw éoxartov (v.l. eoxydrav) Trav xpo- 
vow Ov vas K.T.A. 

6. er e&ydtav Tay tpepav] ‘when 
the days were drawing to a close’, 
‘at the end of all things’; a not 
uncommon LXX expression, Gen. 
xlix. 1, Deut. iv. 30 (v. 1), Dan. ii. 
28, x. 14, Hos. iii. 5, Mic. iv. 1; and 
so 2 Pet. iii. 3, but in Heb. i, 2 the 
correct reading is én é€oxdrov trav 
i epav. 

7. év ty capkt Xpiorov| When Christ 
took a bodily external form, the 
Church did thesame. Moreover this 
external form might be said to be 
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os a a ee ié e co Re ’ \ 
Xpirrov, Snrovea nly Sti, éav Tis Hua TNPNTH avTHV 
vy TH 1 Kal py POcipn, drodnWera aitny év TO 
ey TH GapKt Kat py Peon, f 
/ Con eit fg € \ \ ef > 7 2 . 
: ' Ss €OTW 
TVEUMATL TW AYiw' nH yap ape Tag ns fosatiod é : 
a Le > 
TOU mvEevMaTos’ ovdEls OV TO dyTiTYTOY pleipas To 
af > ~ / - 
avlervtixov petadyverat. aoa ouv ToUTO Evel, ddEA- 
tA J ~ 7 
poi, Thpyeate Tiv oapKa iva Tov mvevpaTos peTa- 
ey \ Us A rd 
AaBnre. Et Oé A€yomey Eivar THY CapKka THY ExkAnoiay 
ol / af - e , \ ‘ 
kat TO mvevma Xpiotov, doa ovv 6 uBpioas THY capKa 
3 dvriruros] typus S, and so 7d dvtlrurov just below; but this is probably owing to 
the poverty of the language. 5 peradjperac] CS. In C however it was first 


written daodjWera, and wera is written above by the same hand. See the note on 
prroroveiv below, § 19+ 8 6 UBploas...rhy éxxdyolay] és gut contumelia affecit car- 


ev tT Gapkt avrov, since the Church 
exists by union with Him. 

I. typnon airy] ‘keep her pure 
and undefiled’, ie. so far as con- 
cerns his own conduct as one member 
of the body. The believer in his own 
special department is required to do 
that which Christ does throughout 
the whole, Ephes. v. 27 mapacrijoat 
évdofov ry éxkAnoiav, pr) eyovcay 
ortdov fh putida K.t.d. 

2. dmrodn era adrny] i.e. by being 
incorporated in the celestial, spiritual 
Church, 

4. 10 d@vrirumoy] ‘the counterpart, 
or copy’. The. Platonic doctrine of 
ideas underlies these expressions. 
The avGevrixdy is the eternal, spiritual 
archetype, the original document, as 
it were, in God’s own handwriting: 
comp. Tertull. de Monog. 11 ‘in 
Greco authentico’, ‘the Greek origi- 
nal’, before it was corrupted by tran- 
scription ; de Praescr. 36 ‘ipsae au- 
thenticae literae eorum’, ‘the auto- 
graph letters of the Apostles’; Dig. 
Xxviil. 3. 12 ‘exemplo quidem aperto 
nondum apertum est testamentum; 
quod si authenticum patefactum est 
totum, apertum’, where ‘authenti- 
cum’ is the original, and ‘exemplum’ 


the copy; Julius in Athan. Abpol. ¢. 
Arian. 28 (I. p. 116) mpoexépice xeipa 
OACypahov avOevrixiy, ice. ‘written 
from first to last by his own hand’. 
The avrirvmor is the material, tem- 
porary, manifestation, the imperfect 
and blurred ¢ravscrif/ of the original: 
comp. Synes. Zfzst. 68 (p. 217) rots 
Tayvypagos ra dvriryna Sodvat Trav 
Tote ypagevrav énéraga, Epist. in 
Athan. Afol. c. Arian. 85 (1. p. 158) 
T@ avrirvm@ Tov Oeiov ypduparos. For 
dvtirvmoy, thus contrasted with the 
heavenly and true, comp. Heb. ix. 24 
dvriruta. tév dd Owéey, where the 
dyrirura are defined in the context 
as ta Urode/ypara rév ev rots ovpavois 
and the dAnéwd as avra rad érovpdva, 
See also the anonymous Valentinian 
in Epiph. Her. xxxi. 5 (pp. 168, 169) 
dvrirumos Tob mpodvros ’Ayevi}rov, dv- 
tirumov Tis mpoovens rerpddos. . And 
more especially for the pseudo-Cle- 
ment’s teaching here compare the 
Valentinian language, Iren. 1. 5. 6 
0 6) Kal adrd éxxAnolay elvar A€yovew, 


5 


dyrirumoyv ris advo "Exkdnolas. 


In such senses dvrirvrov depreciates 
relatively; and with this meaning 
the material elements in the eucha- 
rist were commonly called by the 


xiv] 


ee AY 2 , 
uBpioev THY EKKAYo Lay. 


- , J 3 € , 
10 Werat Tou mvevpatos, 6 éotiv 6 Xpicros. 
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~ Ss , 
6 TOLUUTOS OUY ov jpeTaAN- 


, 
TOO aAUTHY 


duvatat j capE aly petaraBeiv Conv kal apbapciav, 


VA Soe ion , “ (vA 
KoAAnGevTos avTH* TOU mVvEevMATOS TOU aryLoU. 
“c 


oo 
OUTE 


~ , of fo a € ' € 
éfemeiy tis duvatat ovTe Aadynoat & HToimacen 6 


K¥pioc Tots EKAEKTOIS aUTOU. 


XV. Ovk olouat dé STi puxpav cupPovAtay érrotn- 


ee > ray , 7 
oapnv TepL eyKpareias, nV TOMoas TIS OV METAVONCEL, 


nem suam contumelia affecit carnem Christi ecclesiam S. This might possibly repre- 
sent 6 6Sploas rhv odpxa [Thy ldlav, roo Xpucrov ryv cdpka] UBpicer, rHv exxAyotav, the 
words in brackets having been omitted in C by homeeoteleuton; but I am disposed 


to regard it as merely a paraphrastic rendering of S. 


fathers dvriruma of the body and 
blood of Christ, e.g. Apost.Const. v.14, 
vi. 30, vii. 25: see Suicer Zhes. s.v. 
On the other hand dyrirumoy is some- 
times opposed to ruzos, as the fin- 
ished work to the rough model, 
the realization to the foreshadowing, 
in which case it extols relatively ; 
comp. I Pet. ili. 21. 

5. Gpaovv «r.A.] This apparently 
refers not to what has immediately 
preceded, but to an application which 
- the preacher has made of an evan- 
gelical text several chapters before, § 8 
dpa ody rovro Aéyet Thpnoare THY oapKa 
ayy «1A. It is almost impossible 
however to trace the connexion of 
thought in so loose a writer. 

7. tv odpka] as being the dody 
of Christ. This language does not 
occur in S. Paul, for in Ephes. v. 30 
€k Tis Tapkos avrov is an interpolation. 
The relation of Christ to the Church 
is represented by S. Paul as that of 
the head to the body, whereas here it 
is that of the sfzvz¢ to the body, so 
that ‘ body’ is equivalent to ‘ flesh’. 

Altogether our preacher seems to 
be guilty of much confusion in his 
metaphor in this context; for here 
the relation of flesh to spirit repre- 


15 €moinodpnv] add. vucv S. 


sents the relation of the Church to 
Christ, whereas just above it. has re- 
presented the relation of the earthly 
Church and Christ to the heavenly 
Church and Christ. The insertion 
in the Syriac does not remove the 
difficulty. See the criticism of Pho- 
tius on the inconsequence of this 
writer’s sentiments, quoted above on 
§ 1, p. 187. 

II. peradaBeiv] with an accusa- 
tive, as e.g. Acts xxiv. 25, and com- 
monly in classical writers. On the 
different sense of the two cases with 
this verb see Kiihner Il. p. 294 sq. 
The propriety of the change here 
will be obvious.- Similarly r6 avev- 
TLKOV peTaAnwerat above. 

12. Tov mvevparos Tod ayiov] See 
above pp. 202,227. The languagehere 
is still more unguarded than in § 9. 

3. €€erreiv] ‘express’: Clem. Rom. 
48. 

& jroipacev] A reference to the 
same passage of which part has been 
already quoted by our preacher at 
the end of § 11. See the note on 
Clem. Rom. 34, p. 114. 

XV. ‘He, that obeys this exhorta- 
tion to chastity, will save both him- 
self and the preacher. It is no small 
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€ A A , 
d\Na Kal éavToy owoe Kae TOY ouuBovAEVCayTA. 
\ \ >’ af \ la A \ 
puabos yap ovK Eat puKpos mAavWLevny Yuyny Kal 
’ , oy ‘A 2 A ~ , X 
aToAAUpEVyY aTroaT peat eis TO TwWOHVa. TavTHY yap 
By > , ~ - ~ ~~ , 
Exouev THY dvTyUCHiay dmodovvVa TH Ocw TH KTicayTt 
od / ‘ / a ee 4 
npas, €av 6 Aéywv Kal dkovwy pera TicTEws Kal ayarns 5 
\ (é \ 2 , > , sz Pe oe ec 4 V4 
kat NEyy Kal OUT: a oy ep ae crlernes 
AC ite « ~ 
Gapuev Olkatot Kal Gowol, iva pera mappyoias aitwpev 
Tov Ocov Tov A€yovTa ET! AaAo¥NTSC coy €p@® iaoy mdp- 
los \ \ ~ / S \ bd 7 
eEIMI’ TOUTO ‘yap TO pnma peyadns éoriv érayyeNias 
x \ \ , e , > 
onpeiov' éTOLUOTEpOV yap éavToV Aéyer 6 Kupwos eis 
ox > e = r 
TO OlOOVaL TOU aiTOVYTOS.. TOTa’THS OU XpNTTOTHTOS 
A , € ~ ~ , 
peTahapBavoytes un Plovncwpev EavTots TuyEiv ToroU- 


5 6 héyww kal dxotwr] S translates as if it had read & re Xéywr Kal 6 dxotuv. 
Hera tlorews Kal dydans] cum caritate et cum fide S, transposing the words. On the 


Io 


repetition of the preposition see above, p. 239. 


10 els To diddvat Tov airodvros] in 


illud ut det petitionem eius gui petit ab ipso S, thus supplying a substantive to govern 


recompense to convert and save a 
perishing soul. Faith and love are 
the only return that speaker and 
hearer alike can make to God their 
Creator. So therefore let us be true 
to our belief, for God promises an 
immediate response, declaring Him- 
self more ready to give than we to 
ask. We must not grudge ourselves 
these bounties of His goodness; for 
as the rewards of submission are 
great, so the punishment of disobedi- 
ence is great also’. 

15. otoua] The word has oc- 
curred twice already in this writer 
§$ 6, 14. 

I. xal éavroy x7.A.] 1 Tim, iv. 16 
kal geavroyv odcets Kal rods dxovovras 
gov. See also below, § 19. Harnack 
quotes Barnab. 1 paddov cvyyaipe 
€navTd edrifev cwbqvat, Sri adnOas 
Brérrw ev ipiv exxexupévov...mvedua. 

2. puoOos x.r.A.] James v. 20 6 émi- 
oT peas duaproddv ex mrdvns dod 


avrod odoerwWuxiy ex OavarouKrar. 

4. dvryucdiav] A favourite word 
with our author, especially in this 
connexion ; see the note on § 1. 

7+ Sikavot kai Sovor] See on §§ 1, 5, 

8. "Ere Aadodvros «.r.A.] Is. viii. 
9 6 Gcds eivakovcerai cov, ért Aadodr- 
Tos gov epet “180d mapeyu. Comp. 
A post. Const. iii. 7, where, as here, it 
is quoted epé (though with a v.1), 
probably (as Lagarde points out) 
from a confusion with Is. Ixv. 24 ére 
Aadovvray avrav épa, Ti éorww; So too 
it is. given ‘dzcam’ in Iren. iv. 17. 3, 
but épet in Justin Déad. 15 (p. 233). 

II, rod airodyros| sc. eis rd alreiv 
‘more prompt to give than the asker 
is to ask’; as in the Collect ‘more 
ready to hear than we to pray’. The 
Syriac translator has misunderstood 
the sense. 

XVI. ‘Therefore let us repent 
and return to God betimes. If we 
conquer our appetites and desires, 


xv] 


ean 
Twy ayabov. 
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donv yap jOovnv Eyer Ta pynuata Tav’Ta 


= / if , / ry a 
TOL TOMTAaTW avTa, TOTAVTHY KaTaKpLoLY EyEL Tois 


, 
T5 Tapakovoadty. 


XVI. “Wore, ddedpoi, addopunv AaBovres ov 


\\ A ~ \ af Pe 
puKpay Els TO METAVOHT AL, Kalpov ExovTES EmLTTPE- WEY 


2 \ \ / € ° / e/ af of \ 
émt Tov KadecavTa yuas Oeov, ews ETL Exouevy TOV 


TAPAEYOMEVOY TjMaS. 


oN \ =~ x f Ud 
€av yap Tais novrabeias Tav- 


> , \ A A € “~ / > 
20 Tas amotagapela Kal Thy Wuyny juev vikiowpey év 


a \ a A > 7 TEN \ , 
TW MN TOLELY Tas émiOupias avTns Tas TWovnpas, PeTa- 


AnwWoucba Tov éréous "Incov. TivwoKete O€ OTe épyetat 


af c CWagligt oa te Ci , , \ 
non Hi HMEpA THS KPLOEWS WC KAIBANOC KAIGMENOC, Kal 


r Fi - a \ i a e 
TAKHCONTAi Trivest TaN OYpan@n, Kal Taga H yn ws 


rou alrovyros and mistaking the sense. 


' igitur hac jucunditate et bonitate Dei jucundamur S. 
18 rdv mapadexouevor] patrem qui accipit S, i.e, 


16 dbedgpol] add. dyamyrol S. 
IPA for ITAPA- 


we shall obtain mercy of Jesus. For 
be assured, the day of judgment is at 
hand ; as a heated furnace shall it 
- be; the heavens shall be fused and 
the earth shall be as melting lead; 
and all the deeds of men shall be 
revealed. Almsgiving is a token of 
repentance. Fasting is greater than 
prayer, and almsgiving than both. 
Love covereth a multitude of sins, 
and prayer delivereth from death. 
Blessed is he that aboundeth in these 
things. For almsgiving removeth 
the burden of sin’, 

16. ddopyiv AaBdvres] So Rom. 
vil. 8, 11. Conversely ddoppjy &- 
Sovat 2 Cor. v. 12, 1 Tim. v. 14, Ign. 
Trall, 8. 

17. Katpov éyovres] So § 8 las 
éxouev Katpov petavolas, § 9 ws Exouev 
katpov Tov iabjvat. 

19. roy mapadeydopevov] it is yet 
the xaipds evmpoadexros (2 Cor. vi. 2). 

noumabeiats| See again § 17. Not 


IX TooauUTNS ... MeTaAaUBavorres| guoniam 
12 Tocovrwr] roodrwy (2) S, 


22 *Incov] Domini nostri Fesu Christi S. 


a Biblical word. On this word, which 
was highly distasteful to the Stoics, 
see Wyttenbach on Plut. Jor. 132 
c. It occurs at least as early as 
Xenophon, Cyy. vii. 5. 74. 

20, admora€épueba] See on § 6, 

22. epxerav k.r.A,] Mal. iv. 1 dod 
nuepa epxerat Katopevn ws KAiBavos. 

24. twes| This is obviously cor- 
rupt, though both our authorities 
are agreed. I think that for rives we 
should probably read [ai] duvdyess, 
the expression being taken from Is. 
Xxxiv. 4 Kal Taxyoovra: macat ai Suva- 
poets THY ovpavav; comp Afoc. Petr. 
in Macar. Magn. iv. 7 (p. 165, Blondel) 
kal raxyoerat maoa Svvayis ovpavod. 
Where the MS was torn and letters 
had dropped out, it might easily be 
read Tinec. Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 7, 10, 
Orac. Stb. iii. 689 sq., Melito Aol. 12, 
p- 432 (Otto). Though the existing text 
might be explained with Harnack and 
Hilgenfeld by the common belief in 
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poNBos ért mupt THKomevos, Kal TOTE PavyceTaL TA 
Kpugia Kai davepa epya Twv dvOpwimwv. Kady ovv 
éAenuoovyn ws peTavoia duaptias’ Kpeloowv vyorela 
mpocevyns, éenuocvvn de dupotépwye dram A Kar 


3 kpeloowr vyorela mpocevxys] bonum jejunium, oratio, S; but probably }D has 
dropped out. This insertion would bring the Syriac into conformity with the Greek. 


several heavens (comp. e.g. Orig. ¢. 
Cels. vi. 23), I can hardly think that 
our Clementine writer would have ex- 
pressed himself in this way, even if 
he had believed that some of the 
heavens would be spared from the 
conflagration. The pseudo-Justin 
Quest. ad Orthod. 74 probably refers 
to this passage: see the Addenda on 
Ds LOZ; 

I, poduBos] This seems to be the 
correct form in the Lxx generally, 
Exod. xv. 10, Num. xxxi. 22, Job 
xix. 24, etc. Both podsBos and poriB- 
Sos are certified by their occurrence 
in metre. 

2. xpvdia kat davepa] An exhaus- 
tive expression: comp. Wisd. vii. 21 
doa Té €or KpuTTa Kal euarh eyvor. 

kadov ovv k.t.d.] If there is no cor- 
ruption in the text of this passage, it 
offers another illustration of the cri- 
ticism of Photius on our pseudo- 
Clement, £76/. 126, quoted above, 
p. 187. This however may be doubt- 
ful. The preacher seems to be 
thinking of Tobit xii. 8, 9 dyaédy 
Mpooevxy) peTa vnorelas Kal édenpoov- 
ms Kat Sixatoodiyns ... Kadovy TroLRoat 
eAennoovynv 4 Onoavpica yxpvatov* 
€Aenpoovyn yap ék Oavarov pierat Kai 
avtn dmokaGaptet macav awapriay, where 
the first sentence as read in §& is 
dyabov mpocevxy peta vynorteias Kal 
€Aennoovn peta Sixatoovyyns vmep dy- 
orepa. Here the very same function 
€« Oavdrov pveaGat, which our text as- 
signs to prayer, is assigned to alms- 
giving. Moreover our text haying 


stated that almsgiving is greater than 
prayer immediately afterwards as- 
signs a more important work to 
prayer than to almsgiving. These two 
facts combined throw doubt on the 
integrity of the text. It would seem 
as though some words had beentrans- 
posed and others perhaps omitted. 

3. ws peravora duaprias| ‘ as repent- 
ance from sin is good’, if the text be 
correct; for the sense will hardly 
allow us to translate ‘as being re- 
pentance from sin’. I suppose that 
eXenuoovyn here has its restricted 
sense of ‘almsgiving’, as in every 
passage where it occurs in the N.T. 

4. dyudorépav] See Ecclus. xl. 
24 vmep dudorepa eAennooiyn pice- 
rat, where however the duddrepa 
are ddedpot kal BonOera eis xatpdv 
OXinpews. 

dydrn dé «.7.A.] Taken from 1 Pet. 
iv. 8, where it is doubtless a quota- 
tion from Prov. x. 12. See the note 
on Clem. Rom. 49, where also it is 
quoted. There can be no doubt that 
in the original context it refers to 
passing over without notice, and so 
forgiving, the sins of others; nor is 
there any reason for interpreting it 
otherwise as adopted by S. Peter or 
by the genuine Clement. In James 
v. 20 the expression caddwee mARO0s 
dyaptiay seems still to be used of the 
sins of others, but in the sense of 
‘burying them from the sight of 
God, wiping them out by the con- 
version and repentance of the sinner’. 
On the.other hand our preacher 
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5 AytTe! MAAC AMAPTION® Tporevyn oe €K KaANS ouvel- 
Onoews €k Oavarou pverat. pakapios mas 6 evpebels 


> , te ’ y \ if Q 
€v TouTots mAnons EeAEnLoTUVn yap KoVgioua cuap- 


/ A 
Tlas ylvEeTal. 


XVII, 


> > ¢ e/ 
Meravonowpev ovv éE Ans Kapdias, iva 


4 enuoolvn Se] add. meliox (kpetgowr) S. 


seems certainly to take it as mean- 
ing ‘atones for a multitude of one’s 
own sins’, as it is taken by some 
modern commentators: and ‘so too 
Tertull. Scorg. 6, Clement of Alex- 
andria is hardly consistent with him- 
self. In Strom. ii. 15 (p. 463) he ex- 
plains it of God’s love in Christ 
which forgives the sins of men; 
whereas in Quis div. salv. 38 (p. 
956) he takes it to mean that love, 
working in a man, enables him to 
repent and put away his own sins; 
and so apparently in Strom. i. 27 (p. 
423). Origen Jax Lev. Hom. ii. § § (11. 
Pp. 190) refers it to the man’s own 
sins ; but the turn which he gives to 
the passage is shown by his quoting 
in juxtaposition Luke vii. 47 dpéwvrat 
avrijs ai duapria: ai modXai, dre Hydan- 
cev mokvV—an explanation which re- 
moves the doctrinal objection to this 
interpretation, though the exegetical 
argument against it from the connex- 
ion of the passage in its original con- 
- text (Prov. x. 12) still remains. 

5. Kadqns cuvednoews| Heb. xiii. 
18. A commoner expression is dya6y 
ovveidnois ; see the note Clem. Rom. 
41. For xaOapa cvveidnots see Clem. 
Rom. 45 with the note. 

6. kx Oavdrov pverat] , This is said 
of €Xenpoovryn in Tobit iv. 10, xii. 9 
(already quoted); and of 8cxaoovry, 
which also signifies ‘almsgiving’, in 
Prov. x. 2, xi.4; but not of mpocevyy, 
See the note on caddy ov k.7.A. above. 

7. ev] Comp. Ecclus. 1. 6 ceAnvyn 
mAnpns ev npepats. 


CLEM, 


eXenuocurn yap k.t.A.] Prov. xvi. 6 
(xv; 27) é€Aenpootvas Kal wioreowy 
droxabaipovrat duaptiat, Ecclus. iii. 30 
eenuoovyy e&iAdoeTardpaptias: comp. 
Dan. iv. 24 rds auwaptias cov ev éden- 
poovvats AVTpwca (Theod.). 

kovpicpa apaprias| i.e. ‘removes 
the load of sin’, as with Bunyan’s 
pilgrims. So 3 Esdr. viii. 83 ov, Ku- 
ple, 6 Kovdioas ras adpaprias rpav; 
comp. Ezr. ix. 13 éxovdieras nuay tas 
dvopias. 

XVII. ‘Let us therefore repent 
lest we perish. For, if we are com- 
manded to convert even the heathen 
from their idolatry, how unpardon- 
able would it be to allow the ruin 
of a soul which has once known the 
true God! Therefore let us assist 
the weak, that we and they alike 
may be saved. And let us not give 
heed only while we are listening to 
the instructions of our presbyters, but 
also when we have departed to our 
homes. Let us also meet together 
more frequently, and thus endeavour 
to make progress in the command- 
ments of the Lord. He has declared 
that He will come to gather together 
all nations and languages. Then the 
unbelievers shall see His glory and 
shall bewail their past obstinacy. 
Their worm shall not die; and their 
sufferings shall be a spectacle to all 
men. Meanwhile the righteous, see- 
ing their torments, shall give glory 
to God, because there is hope for 
His true and zealous servants’. 

9. Meravojowpey xrA.] The ex- 
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/ al / > \ 2 \ ot 
Mn TIS nev mapaToAnTat. €l yap €vTONas EXOMEY, 
J - / \ -~ > be 2 = 
iva Kal TouUTO TPATTWMEV, ATO THY EloWAWY aTOOTaY 
\ a r lad \ 10 / 
kal KaTnxelW, Toow paddov uxny On yweorKoveay 
\ \ a y / > 53 _~ 
Tov Oeov ov det drrodAvo Oar; cvANaBwpeEY odv EavToIS 
\ ~ , \ 4, > / 4 
kat Tous da@evoivtas dvayew mept TO ayabov, dws 
> ef \ B15 7 > , \ 
cwlwuev amavtess Kal emia Tpevywuev addAjdovs Kal 
/ \ \ / af ~~ ‘4 
vouleTyowpev. Kal py movov apte Soxapev TpPOTEXEL 
/ lon ~ vo 4 ~ 
kat morevew év TH vovbereicbat ijuas Ud TaV Tpeo- 
if 5) \ Ny oe > = > ~ 
Burépwy, a\Aa Kal OTav Els oikov dmadNayouEY, pvT- 
2 Wa kal toro rpdoowmev] S; Kal rodro mpdocomev (om. a) C. Similar omis- 
sions of wa appear in AC in § 48 éfopuoroynaduae (where S is correct), and in S 
itself in ii § 11 KopucwmueOa (where AC are correct). 5 wept] C3 ad (adversus) 
S, as if mpds: but it perhaps does not represent a different reading. 7 wpocéxew 


kal morevev] S; meoreve kal mpocéyew C. 9 els olxov amadhdayduer] C; 
domum dimissi fuerimus et cessaverimus ab his omnibus S. The variation might 


pression peravoeiy é& dAns [Ths] kapdlas 


has occurred already § 8, and will: 


occur again § 19; comp. also § 9 
peravonoa €& ciduxpwwods KapStas. 

I. maparoAnra] ‘perish by the 
way, i.e.‘ unexpectedly, through care- 
lessness, without sufficient cause’; as 
e.g. Lucian Gymn, 13 opad oddevds 
Peydhou évexa tmapamoddupévas, Vigr. 
13 dédoKa pt) mapamoAntrar pera&d 
Novdmevos, HHermot. 21 mepiower pe 
mapatro\ ojpevor. 

evrohas €xouev| It was our Lord’s 
command, Matt. xxviii. 19 sq. ; comp. 
Mark xvi. 15. If we adopt the reading 
of the Greek MS, kai rotro mpdocoper 
must be taken as parenthetical so 
far as regards the structure, ‘and we 
obey this command’; so that dzo- 
omay will then be governed by év 
Todds €xouev. 

4. ovd\dBopev krA.] ‘Led us there- 
Sore assist one another, that we may 
elevate the weak also as concerning 
that which is good’. This may be the 
meaning, if the text is correct; but 
it would seem as though some verb 


had fallen out after cai. For éavrots 
see the note on §13; and for dvdyew 
comp. Clem. Rom. 49. 

6. kat éemorpéyopuer] to be con- 
nected with ovdAdBeper, and not 
made dependent on és, as it is 
punctuated by Bryennios. 

7+ py povov apte «rdA] This 
clearly shows that the work before 
us is a sermon delivered in church 
(see p. 304 sq.) ; comp. § 19 pera rdv 
Gcov THs dAnOcias dvaywacKkw vpiv ev- 
Tevéu KA, 

8. tév mpeoBurépav] ‘the pres- 
éyters’ who delivered their exhorta- 
tions after the reading of the Scrip- 
tures; see the note on § 19 pera 
Tov ©Oedv «tA. This sermon itself 
was obviously such an exhortation ; 
but the preacher, doubtless himself a 
‘presbyter’, puts himself in the posi- 
tion of his hearers and uses the 
third person, by a common form of 
speech, to avoid egotism: comp. e.g. 
Clem. Rom. 63 javxdoarres ris pa- 
Talas OTATEWS...KaTAVTNTwpMEV, 

10. dvtimapedndpeba] ‘be dragged 
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/ ~ a , ") 
Io fovevwuev Twv Tov Kupiov évTaduaTwv, Kal py ayti- 


mapeAkwueba aro 


TWY KOO MLKWV 


c- ry \ 
émiOupiwy, adda 


If 7 2 
TUKVOTEOOYV TT POT ENV OMEVOL mewue0a TPOKOTTELY EV 


al 9 A a , e 7 \ 5) \ 
Tais evToAais Tov Kupiov, iva mavtes TO ai’tTo po- 


a , > 2 
VOUYTES OUVVHY EVOL WIAEV €mt THY Cony. 


e 


> A 
ei7Tevy yao oO 


/ on a ’ \ 0 \ ‘ 
15 Kupwos Epyomat cyNarareiN TANTA TA EONH, YAAC Kal 


, lod \ is A fol Vs 
rA@ccac’ TovTo O€ Ayer THY rpépav THs émipavelas 


? 5 / 2 6 \ / on NS CS, \ \ 
avuTov, oTe ehUwy AVTPWOETAL Huas ExaTTOV KaTa Ta 


af > a a 
Eepya avtTov. kal 


OYVONTAI 


4 ' S) - \ \ 
THN AOZAN QUTOU KQAL TO 


easily be explained by an omission in C owing to homceoteleuton, but it is more 
probably a periphrastic rendering of S to express the full force of draAddrrec Oat: 


see above p. 239. 
super (de) die S. 


I2 Tpocepxdpevor] mpocevxduevac S. 
. a . . . 
18 ryv ddfav atrod Kal ré Kp&ros] gloriam ejus in robore et 


16 rHv nuépar] 


potestate S. This again might be explained by an omission in C owing to the repe- 
tition of similar beginnings of words, ray détay adrov [kara riy divapuv (or THY 


off tn the opposite direction’ ; comp. 
Pers. Saz. v. 154 ‘duplici in diversum 
scinderis hamo’. The lexicons do 
not give this word. | 

II. Koopixav émiOupidv]| The ex- 
pression occurs Tit. ii. 12, The word 
koopixos iS apparently not found in 
the LXxX, and only once besides (in 
a somewhat different sense) in the 
N. T., Heb. ix. 1. 

12. mukvdrepov mpocepxopevor] ‘com- 
ing more frequently’, i.e. ‘to this 
place of meeting’, or perhaps ‘to 
the presence of God’ (comp. Heb. 
xed, 9225) Clemy Rom 235929). 1On 
these injunctions to more frequent 
services, see the note on Ign. EA. 
13 omovdalere mukvortepoy auvépxec- 
Oar; comp. ib. Polyc. 4 mukvorepov 
cuvaywyal ywécOwaoav. The Syriac 
reading however may be correct. 

14. 6 Kupwos] Perhaps meaning 
‘Christ’, as Harnack takes it, re- 
ferring to § 3, where Is. xxix. 13 
seems to be put into the mouth of 
our Lord. 

15. "Epyopack.t.A.] From Is. xvi. 18 


epxowar ouvayayeiy mavra Ta evn Kat 
Tas yAdooas, Kal néovot Kal dwovrat 
thy Soéav pov. There is nothing cor- 
responding to qdvAds in either the 
Hebrew or the LXX ; and our preach- 
er must have got it from the familiar 
combination of ‘nations and tongues’ 
in Daniel, e.g. iii. 7 mavra ra €Ovn 
vial kal yAdooa in the LXX. 

16. rovro dé Aéyer] ‘but by this he 
means’: see the note on § 8. 

Thy nuepay Kt.A.| The same ex- 
pression has occurred § 12, where 
see the note on émidaveias. 

17. Avtpdcera]| It is called nuépa 
dmo\vrpwcews in Ephes, iv. 30. For 
other passages, where dmoAv’Tpwors 
refers to the final redemption, see 
Luke xxi. 28, Rom. viii. 23. 

éxacroy x.t.A.| As only those who 
shall be released are contemplated, 
this must imply different grades of 
happiness. I do not see sufficient 
reason for doubting the genuineness 
of AuTpdcerat. 

18. xat dyovra] A continuation 
of the quotation from Isaiah, the 
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/ , a7 \ 
KpaTos Ol dmioToL, Kal Eevcbnoovrat idovres TO Ba- 
7 cal / ? ~ rf. ~ g O?¢ % 38. aw 
otAelov Tov Koopnou é€v Tw “Inoov EyovTEs, Oval qpiv, 
€ ‘oy / \ f 4 
bt ov 7s Kal ovK ndemmev Kal ovK émirTtevouev, Kal 
> 3 / a a 7 na > , 
ouk émefoueba Tots mpecButépos Tois avaryyéANovow 
oad “ / a Nic ' a. > 
nly Tept THS cwrTnplas nuwy Kal ‘O cK@AHZ aYTON oY 
TeAeyTHcel Kal TO TY¥p ayT@N oY cBecOHceTal Kal ECONTAI 
> a , ' A 7 , , - 
eic Opacin mAcH capki. THY nuepav exelynv NEEL TIS 
J of \ ’ a > ’ \ 
Kpioews, OTay OWovTat ToUs év yuiv adoeByoavTas Kal 
: ta \ 4 ~ ~ c 
mapadoyioauevous Tas éytoXas “Incov Xpirzov. ol 
\ , > y Je , \ 4 
de dikatot eUTpaynoavTes Kal UroueivayTes Tas Baca- 


\ y \ 7 , - od 14 
vous Kal plonoavTes Tas youTabeias THs VWuyns, STav 


- laxvv)] xalré xpdros; but such an expression in Greek would be very awkward. It 
is more probable therefore that robur et fotestas is a double rendering of ro xpdros. 
The preposition (in place of the conjunction) may then be accounted for in two 
ways; (1) The translator read xard xpdros for xat rd kpdros; or (2) A Syriac 
transcriber inadvertently wrote 4 for}. The latter explanation seems to be more 


probable: see above p. 296. 


intervening words being a paren- 
thetical explanation. See also Matt. 
xxiv. 30, Rev. i. 7. 

I. €encOjoorvra] ‘shall be a- 
mazed’, as 1 Pet. iv. 4, 12. The 
active £evigoyra, ‘ perplexing ’, ‘amaz- 
ing’, occurs in Acts xvii. 20. This 
sense is found in Polybius and from 
his time onward. See also the note 
on gencpor, Ign, Ephes. 19. 

to Bacirewor] ‘the kingdom? or 
‘ sovereignty’; see the note on § 6, 
We must understand éy TO "Inood 
‘in the hands, in the power, of Jesus’, 
as inthe common idiom efva: @y rive: 
see Rost u. Palm Griech. Worteré, 
S. v. ev i. 2. b, 

3. ods] ‘Thou wast He’; see 
esp. John viii. 24 éav pr) meorevonre 
ore yd eipust, dmobaveicbe ev rais 
Gpaprias vuov, 7b. ver. 28 rére yva- 
oeobe dre ey elpty xiii, 19 tra 
mioTevonre...oTe eyo eiut. The 


? 


I lddvres] elddres (from «dalres) S. 


2 TOU Koopov] 


preacher seems to be alluding to 
this language of our Lord, as re- 
corded by St John. 

5. oOoxddné «r.A.] From Is. lxvi. 
24, the last verse of the prophet. 
Our preacher has already quoted 
this passage § 7; see the note there. 

8. drav GwWovra] ‘when men 
shall see’, the nominative being sug- 
gested by the preceding eis épacw 
macy capki. For the future indicative 
with d6rav see Winer xlii. p. 388; but 
no dependence can be placed on the 
MS in such a case. 

9. mapadoyioapévous] ‘played false 
with’, ‘attempted to cheat’; see 
Ign. Magn. 3 rov doparov mapadoyi- 
¢erat (with the note) 

10. evxpaynoavres] If the reading 
be correct, it must mean ‘having 
been virtuous’ and not (as else- 
where) ‘having been prosperous’ ; 
comp, Sixatorpayeiv. ; 
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, 1 A te 
GeaowvTat Tous adoToxXnTavTas Kal dovnoapevous Oia 


-~ Ao >\ }. 4 a of ‘ ’ ~ (V4 / 
Tav Noywy n did Twv Epywv Tov ‘Incovy, bmws Koda- 


Covrar devais Bacavors mupt doBéotw, ExovTat do€av 


U - na a € / 
15 didovTes TH Oew avtav, Néyovtes Sri "Earar édrls 


T@ SedovrAEvKOTL Oca €& Odns Kapdias. 


XVIII, 


\ ~ > > a 
Kat rpeis otv vyevapeba ex Tey evyapt- 


, , a te - od \ \ > lo 
TTOWTwY, TMV SedovAEUKOTWY TO OEw, Kal mH EK TOV 


Kptvouevwy aceBov. 


\ Q ’ \ \ 
Kat ydo avtos mavOayapTwrdos 


\ \ , \ / of \ 
20wWy Kal pnw Ppuvyev Tov Teipacpov, aN Ett wy ev 


, A , A 
Mécos Tois dpyavos Tov SiaBdrov, Grovdalw THY 


, 14 > I \ \ Se he 
OuKaLocnuvynV OLWKELV, OTTWS loVUCW Kay eyyus avUTHS 
if U4 \ , x t 
yeveoOa, oBoupevos THY Kploly THY peANOVT'AY. 


mundi huius S. See the note on § 19 év T@ Kdopy. 
8 nutv] S: vuiy C. 
écovra] add. év dyadhidoew S. 
20 puywr] gevywy C; S has 1» °5p which perhaps 


Aéyovres] et tence dicent S. 

‘14 Tupi] et igne S. 
17 ov] add. ddekgol [wou] S. 
represents puyv. 


LI. 7dvmabeias] See the note on § 16, 

12. doroxjoavras] ‘missed the 

_ mark’, ‘gone astray’; see 1 Tim. 

i. 6, vi. 21, 2 Tim. ii. 18 The word 

is not uncommon in Polybius and 
later classical authors. 

14. mupl doBéor@] Matt. iii. 12, 
Mark ix. 43, Luke iii.17. For the re- 
ference of pseudo-Justin to this state- 
ment see the Addenda on p. 167, 1. 9. 

XVIII. ‘Let us take our place 
with those who, having served God, 
will join in this thanksgiving. I 
myself, though I am still surrounded 
by the temptations of the devil, yet. 
strive to follow after righteousness, 
that I may escape the judgment to 
come’. 

19. mavOayaptwdcs|] The word is 
not given in the lexicons. Compare 
mavOapaptntos Apost. Const. vii. 18, 
Barnab. 20 (where the MSS agree in 
writing it without an aspirate), marra- 


év 7 "Inoot] om. S, 
12 did] 9 dia S, 
15 diddvres] S; ddvres C. 


duxos Philo de Creat. Pr. 3 (11 p. 362). 

21. dpydvos] ‘the instruments, 
engines’; comp. Ign. Rom. 4. The 
word does not occur in the N.T.; 
and in the LXxX it seems to be ap- 
plied only to musical instruments 
or military engines, or the like. 
The metaphor here is probably 
military; comp. 2 Macc. xii, 27 
evOade opyavwy Kat Bedov soddal 
mapabéoets, and see Ephes. vi. 16 
ra BéAn Tov movnpod [ra] memupwpeva. 
The preacher finds himself ev dudu- 
Bod, the enemy having environed 
him with his engines of war. 

22. Sexaocvvyv didkew] A phrase 
occurring in the Pastoral Epistles, 
i Tim. vi. 11, 2 Tim. 1. 22: (comp, 
Rom. ix. 30). 

kav eyyvs| ‘at all events near, 
if I cannot actually reach it’. For 
this use of xav comp. Ign. Ephes. 10 
Kay ex Tov épywy, with the note. 
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i i V4 x x 
XIX. “Wore, adedpol Kal addedpai, pera Tov 
A on 4 , > / ee oe af > \ 
Ocov THs aAnOeias avaywookw vpiv evtev—w eis TO 
~ / / \ i 7 
mpooexew Tots yeypaupmevors, va Kal éavTos TwoNTE 
~ \ A > > e > 
kal Tov dvaywaoKkovta év Uuivy pucbov yap aiTe Uuas 
~ © / / a \ 
TO peTavonoa é€€ Ans Kapdias owTnplav éavTois Kal 5 
~ \ / \ ~ 
Conv Siddvtas. TovTO yap momoavTes okoTOY TaoW 
= a , \ , 
Tots véots Onoopuev Tois BovAopévos rept TiHv evoéBerav 
\ 
Kal pt 
> °: af \ > - eA 4 
dnows Exwyev Kal adyavaxTopev of doopot, dTav Tis 


kal THY xpnoToTnTa Tov O&eot piAorrovely. 


2 evreviw] C3 supplicationem, id est, admonitionem S; clearly a gloss. See 
above p. 244. S governs rs d\nGelas. by évrevéw. 4 Tow dvaywécKovra év 
piv] me gui lego vobis verba (or oracula) Dei S. 6 cxomdv] S; xérov C. This 
reading of S was anticipated by Bensly, Gebhardt, and Hilgenfeld. 8 giX0- 
movelv| manifestent amorem laboris S: see Michaelis in Castell. Lex. Syr. p. 656. 
The scribe of C has first written ¢iNoco¢ety, but has afterwards corrected it so as 


to be read PiNomovety. See p. 314. 


XIX. ‘Therefore, brothers and 
sisters, I have exhorted you to give 
heed to the Scriptures, that ye may 
save both me and yourselves. Your 
hearty repentance and earnest pur- 
suit of salvation is the return which 
1 ask for my trouble. Your zeal 
will thus stimulate all the young 
who have any regard for godliness. 
And let us not be annoyed when we 
are admonished and turned away 
from sin, Half-heartedness and dis- 
belief obscure our sense of right and 
wrong; and our understandings are 
darkened by our lusts. Let us prac- 
tise righteousness. Blessed are they 
who obey these precepts. They may 
suffer in this world, but they will 
reap the fruit of immortality. Let 
not the godly man be sorrowful, 
if he suffer now. An eternal life in 
heaven awaits him, where he shall 
live in bliss with the fathers, and 
where sorrow shall have no place’. 

I. ddedpot kat addedpai] Comp. 
§ 20 So Barnad. 1 viot cat Ovya- 


9 of dcogo] tanguam illi insipientes S. 


répes, Rel. Fur. Eccl. p.74 (Lagarde). 

Hera tov Ocdv «r.A.] ie. ‘After 
you have heard the voice of God 
in the Scriptures’, as it is rightly 
explained by Bryennios. The ser- 
mon or exhortation followed imme- 
diately after the reading of the 
Scriptures in the weekly gatherings 
of the early Church: Justin Apol. 
i. 67 ovvédevors yiverat Kad rd drropvn- 
poveiwara Téy aroorddov 7} Ta ovy- 
ypdupara TOY mpopnrar d dvaywdaKerat, 
HExpis eyxepet” ira, mavoapévov Tod 
dvaywwdoxorros, 6 mpoeotas did Aéoyou 
tiv vovdeciay Kal mpdx\now Ths Tov 
Kady rovra@v pimnoews moeirat; Orig. 
c. Cels. iii, 50 Kal 8? dvayvocpdrey 
kat dia rv eis adra Suyynoewy mporpé- 
movres ev emt thy eis Tov Ody Trav 
dArov evoeBetav Kal ras cvvOpdvous Tav- 
™ dperds, dorpémovres déxrAr.5 4. Post, 
Const. ii. 54 per wid dvdyvacw kai 
THY Warpodiay Kal tiv emi tais ypa- 
ais Sidaoeadiay See also the notes 
on § 17 py) povoy aprex.r.r. and the 
introduction, p. 303sq. For the ex- 
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XIx] 


¢ co an \ > 7 > \ lol 5 y > \ 
nas vouleri Kat emloTpepyn amo THs adoikias €is THY 
if 7 \ \ i 
Oucalocuvny. EVLOTE yao TOVHoa Tpaoo OVTES ou yio- 
\ A r fe \ 2 7 \ lal 
oxouev dia Thy Sipvyiav Kal dmictiav THy évovoay év 
a / ae Nie ! \ ' 
TOLS oTnGeow NOV, K@Ll ECKOTICMEBA THN AIANOIAN v0 
lod od lod 7 f Ss \ 
Tov éribuuwv Tov paTaiwy. moaEwuev ovv Thy Ot- 
if / > / a y 7, 
Katoourny iva els TeNos owIwWpEy. juaKapLot ot ToUTOLS 
/ a / \ I~ / 
UTaKOVOYTES TOLS TpoTTAaypacW: Kav OAlYOY yxpovoy 
/ lanl , \ > y loa > 
KaxoTraQnowow €v TH KOTUwW, Tov aOavaTov THs dva- 
7 \ / \ > / > 
TTATEWS KapTOY Tp’YynTOVELY. fy ovV AvTEiTOw 6 Ev= 
rr évlore] S; ea C. 17 T@ Kéouw] S; add. rovrw C. I have the less hesita- 
tion in striking out totrw here because the general tendency of S is to insert the 
pronoun, not to omit it, in this connexion: e. g. § 5, 19, 38, 60, ii. 18. dbdva- 
Tov] S; dé Odvarov C. The correction was obvious, even before the reading of S 
was known; and the only question was whether to read rév 6’ dOdvarov or rov 


abdvarov. 
ddavarou yydoews in S itself. 


pression 6 ©eds tis ddnbelas comp. 
§ 3 rov matépa Ths aAnOeias (comp. 
§ 20). Its use here as a synonyme 
for the Scripture is explained by the 
preacher’s language above § 13, ra 
Noyta Tov Ocod, Aéyet 6 Ces. 

2. evrevéw] ‘appeal’ ‘entreaty’ ; 
as eg. Justin Afol. i. I (p. 53), 
Joseph. Anz. xvi. 2. 5, Phil. Viz. 
Moys. iii. 32 (I. p. 172), and so most 
frequently in classical authors. For 
its commoner sense in Christian 
writers, ‘supplication to God’, see 
the note on Clem. Rom. 63. 

3. twaxaix.r.A.| Comp. Ezek.iii.21. 

5. peravojoa x.t.r.] See the 
note § 17. 

8. didoroveiv] Ecclus. Prol. rév 
Kara THY éppnvelay mepidorovnpevar. 
The word occurs in classical wri- 
ters of the best age. 

9. py ayavaxrdépev] Clem. Rom. 
56 madeiay ef 7 ovdels oeider 
dyavakret. 

of dcopa] ‘fools that we are’, for 
this is the force of the article ; comp. 


For another instance of the same error comp. § 36 Oavdrouv yywoews for 
18 tpvyjoovow] delectabuntur...in S, i.e. Tpv- 


§ I of dkovovres (with the note). For 
doopos comp. Ephes. v. 15. It seems 
not to occur again in the Bible 
(except Prov. ix. 8 in A, where there 
is nothing corresponding in the He- 
brew); and is not very common 
elsewhere. 

12. Oupvxiav] As above § 17 py 
dupuxdpev. See the notes on Clem. 
Rom. 11, 23. To the references there 
given add Barnab. 19 ov py dupuyjons 

P ” xa wv 
MOTEPOV EGTAL 7) OV. 

13. éoxoticpeOa x.r.A.] From Ephes. 
iv. 17, 18, €v parauoTntTt Tov vods av- 
Tov, eckoTopevor (v.1. eoxoriopevor) 
Ty Stavoia; comp. Clem. Rom. 36 7 
dowveros Kal é€oxotopeyn Siavota Tuer. 

16. 6Alyov xpovov x.t.A.] Comp. 
1 Pet. i. 6 oAtyov apts, ei Sedv, AvT- 
Oévres, V. 10 dAlyov mabdrras. For 
kaxorrabeiy see 2 Tim. ii. 9, iv. 5, 
James v. 13; comp. ovykakoraéeiv 
2 Tim. 1. 8, il. 3. 

18. xapmov tpvyncovow] Hos, x. 12 
omeipare €avtois eis Sukarocvyny, Tpv- 
ynoare cis kapmov Cans. 
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Is, €av él Tois vov ypovos TaXaiTwon* paKdoLtos 
aeBns, é€av émt Tos viv yp ey” axa 
/ ~ 7 \ a 
avTov dvauéver ypovos: éxéivos avw peTa TOV TATEPWY 
? Ld ? / > \ Fe ep aA 
dvaBiwoas evppavOncera eis Tov aAUTNTOV aidva. 
\ ~ \ , rf ro 
XX. “AdAAa unde Exeivo Thy Siavoray Uuov Tapac- 
, v4 / \ a7 co \ 
ceTw, OTL PBrEroMEY TOUS Gdikovs wAOUVTOUYTAS, Kal 
\ ° col 7 / 
TTEVOXWpOUMEVOUS TOs TOU QEod SovAOUS. mirTEvwpEY 
ovv, adehol kal ddeApal? Oeod Cavtos weipay dOodpev, 
lanl lol , © al / 
kat yupvaCouela TO viv Biw iva To uéANovTt orepavw- 
~ a , \ ee 
Goyer. ovdels Tav Sikalwy Taydv kaorov €NaBev, AAN’ 


¢ijoovow; for the same word (DD3) and its derivatives are used to translate Tpvpy}, 
ii $10, and rpug7, évtpuddy 2 Pet. ii, 13. 4 Mnde Exetvo,..rapaccérw] CS 


(but S has tiv) wh rapaccérw rhv Kapdlay dud Rup. 783. 
7 Oeov] dre Ocod S. 
using the same adverb which renders cwrduws just below. 


S; morevouev C. 


3. dvaBidcas] 2 Macc. vii. 9 dro- 
Oavovras pas rep rév abrod vipwv 
els aidvioy dvaBioow (was fuas dva- 
oTnoet. 

ahimntov] ‘inaccessible to sorrow’, 
stronger than ddvmrov; comp. Clem. 
Flom, xi. 17 obv yyy roy advmoy 
aidva k\npovopjcat, 

XX. ‘Be not dismayed, if you see 
wrong-doers prospering, while the 
servants of God are straitened. Be- 
lieve it, this present life is the arena 
of our conflict; the crown will be 
awarded in the future. Our reward 
is not instantaneous. If it were SO, 
then the pursuit of it would be a 
matter of traffic and not of piety’. 

‘To the one invisible God of truth, 
who sent us a Saviour and through 
Him manifested truth and life to us, 
be the glory for ever’, 

4. "AANA pnd€ exetvo xr.d.] This 
passage is quoted loosely and with 
some omissions in the Sacr. Parall. 
(MS Rupef.), which bear the name 
of Joannes Damascenus, Op. I. p. 


6 morevwper] 
9 raxdv] C Rup.; celeriter (raxd) S, 
II ouvropws dredl- 


783 (Le Quien), See above p. 210 sq. 
It will be seen that in the quotation 
the original words are altered, so as 
to conform to well-known scriptural 
passages; €.. pi) tapaccéra thy 
kapSiav voy is substituted for pnde 
exeivo Thy Sudvoiay pov rapaccéra, 
after John xiv. 1,27; and eoéSeay 
is substituted for @eooéBeav, after 
1 Lim, Vins: 

7: meipavy] For the accusative 
after dé\eiv comp. e.g. Plato Leg, 
Vill, p. 830 A, Plut. Vit, Demetr. 5 ; 
and for such accusatives generally 
see Kiihner It. p. 264. For an elabo- 
rate application of the same meta- 
*phor see § 7. 

12, OceocéBecav] See r Tim. ii. 10, 
It occurs occasionally in the Lxx, 

13. dua rodro «rd.] ie. fon ac- 
count of these sordid motives Divine 
judgment overtakes and cripples the 
spirit of a man, seeing that it is not up- 
right, and loads it with chains’, The 
word 8\arrew is used especially of Di- 
vine vengeance surprising its Victim, 
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> \ \ \ ~ , ¢ 
et yao tov pucfoy Tav Sucaiwy oO 
OC \ / ’ LO 10é > te ’ ion 4 
€0s TuYTOMwS a7rEedidov, EVOEws EuTopiay HoKOUpEV Kal 


2 a ee 
10 €K EXET AL QUTOV. 


/ na > 
ov OcooéBerav: édoKotmev yap etvat Sikaiol, ov TO 
\ > \ od 
evoeBes dANa TO KEpdad€ov SuwKOVTES* Kal dia ToOUTO 
, , / io 3 
Gcia Kpiow EBaev mreiua pn ov Sikaov, Kal éBa- 
15 puvey decors. 


a y al > , A 
To povw Oew dopatw, matpt 

> ~~ lol 
éFarooreiNayTt july Tov owTipa 
aplapcias, Oo’ ov Kal épavépwaev 


Sov, evOéws] CS; edbéws dredldov Rup. 
Rup. 
15 decuors] S 3 Seopos C, 
apposition) S. 
principem vite et salutis nostre S. 


checking and maiming him in his 
mid career; €.g. Hom, Od. i. 195 
GdAd vu Tov ye Oeot Brarrovor KehedOov, 
2b. xiii. 178 rov 8€ tis dOavarav Braye 
gpévas, Xen. Symp. viii. 43 qv py 
@cds Bramry, Plut. Vit. Ces. 45 vo 
Ccod padiora Brarropeve THY yyapny 
€ounos «7... Trag. in Lycurg. ¢. 
Leocr. p. 159 drav yap opyy Satpovov 
* Brarrn tid, Tor’ adro mparov, é€ad- 
aipeirat ppevav Tov vodv Tov écOdov 
«7A, and so frequently. Sordid 
motives bring their own punishment 
in a judicial blindness (@Admres mved- 
pa). The aorist here has its common 
gunomic sense, and is the most ap- 
propriate tense: see Kiihner II. p. 
136 sq. Previous editors seem to 
have mistaken thesense. Bryennios 
says py dv Sixaiov, Tovreatw, ddikes, 
but it is not clear what he means. 
Hilgenfeld reads Secpovs, and ex- 
plains ‘ Christiani non omni ex parte 
justi persecutionem gentilium patie- 
bantur’, Harnack, misled by the 
aorist, says ‘auctor diabolum respi- 


ov 70] CS; ov dia rd Rup. 
16 ris dAnbelas] add. Domini nostri Fesu Christi (in 
17 qulv tov owrhpa Kal dpxnyov Tis dpOapolas] salvatorem et 


Ths aAnOelas, TH 
dpxnyov TNS 
en” \ > if. 

july thv addAnCeav 


\ 
Kat 


12 ov GeoréBevav] CS; ov evoéBevav 
13 eoeBes] C Rup.; OeoceBés S. 


cere videtur, quem tamquam avaritize 
principem et auctorem hic infert (?)... 
censuit igitur, diabolum jam hoc tem- 
pore catenis onustum esse’. He might 
have quoted Wolsey’s warning to 
Cromwell in Henry VII, ‘ By that 
sin fell the angels’. 

16. 1 pov Gc@ dopdr@] Comp. 
1 Tim. i. 17 dopar@ pove Oca. 

matpt ths adnOeias] As in § 3. 
So also 6 Gcds THs dAnOeias § 19. The 
Syriac translator takes ‘the Truth’ 
here to denote Christ Himself (John 
xiv. 6); comp. Orig. ¢. Ceds. viii. 63 
dnd TOU Qeod Kal THs povoyevods aiT@ 
adn Betas. So Papias (Euseb. 7. £. 
iii. 39) speaks of Christ’s personal 
disciples as receiving commandments 
ar avrijs ths d\nOeias. 

17. Tov owrfpa x.t.d.] Acts v. 31 
dpxnyov kat garipa compared with 
iii, 15 rov dpxnyov THs Cofjs : see also 
Heb. ii. 10 tov adpxnyov ths owrn- 
pias, Comp. Epzst. Vienn. 17 (in 
Euseb. H.£. v. 1) dpxnyov tis Cans 
Tov Qecov. 
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\ \ 5) / fa OY lod € ie > A IA 
Kat THV Erroupavioy Cwnv, avTa 1 doa eis Tovs aidvas 
a / ? tf 
TOV alwywy. auny. 
1 Swyv) delectationem (XIDD\3) S ; which word elsewhere is a rendering” of tpug} 
(see above ii § 19) or of drodavats (see i § 20). aro 7 doia] atgue etiam Fesu 


Christo Domino nostro cum Spiritu Sancto gloria et honor et imperium (i.e. 4 dota 
kal 9 Ti Kal ro Kpdros) S. 


TRANSLATIONS. 





PAS 





Tie io LE OF 5. CURIE N TE 


TO 


THE = CORINTHIANS. 


HE Church of God which sojourneth in Rome to the 

Church of God which sojourneth in Corinth, to them 
which are called and sanctified by the will of God through 
our Lord Jesus Christ. Grace to you and peace from Al- 
mighty God through Jesus Christ be multiplied. 

1. By reason of the sudden and repeated calamities and 
reverses which are befalling us, brethren, we consider that we 
have been somewhat tardy in giving heed to the matters of 
dispute that have arisen among you, dearly beloved, and to 
the detestable and unholy sedition, so alien and strange to 
the elect of God, which a few headstrong and self-willed 
persons have kindled to such a pitch of madness that your 
name, once revered and renowned and lovely in the sight of 
all men, hath been greatly reviled. For who that had sojourned 
among you did not approve your most virtuous and stedfast 
faith? Who did not admire your sober and forbearing piety in 
Christ 2? Who did not publish abroad your magnificent disposi- 
tion of hospitality? Who did not congratulate you on your 
perfect and sound knowledge? For ye did all things without 
respect of persons, and ye walked after the ordinances of God, 
submitting yourselves to your rulers and rendering to the older 
men among you the honour which is their due. On the 
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young too ye enjoined modest and seemly thoughts: and 
the women ye charged to perform all their duties in a blame- 
less and seemly and pure conscience, cherishing their own 
husbands, as is meet; and ye taught them to keep in the rule 
of obedience, and to manage the affairs of their household in 
seemliness, with all discretion. 

2. And ye were all lowly in mind and free from arrogance, 
yielding rather than claiming submission, more glad to give than 
to recetve, and content with the provisions which God supplieth. 
And giving heed unto His words, ye laid them up diligently 
in your hearts, and His sufferings were before your eyes. 
Thus a profound and rich peace was given to all, and an 
insatiable desire of doing good. An abundant outpouring also 
of the Holy Spirit fell upon all; and, being full of holy counsel, 
in excellent zeal and with a pious confidence ye stretched out 
your hands to Almighty God, supplicating Him to be propi- 
tious, if unwillingly ye had committed any sin. Ye had conflict 
day and night for all the brotherhood, that the number of His 
elect might be saved with fearfulness and intentness of mind, 
Ye were sincere and simple and free from malice one towards 
another. Every sedition and every schism was abominable to 
you. Ye mourned over the transgressions of your neighbours : 
ye judged their shortcomings to be your own. Ye repented 
not of any well-doing, but were ready unto every good work, 
Being adorned with a most virtuous and honourable life, ye 
performed all your duties in the fear of Him. The command- 
ments and the ordinances of the Lord were written on the 
tables of your hearts. 

3. All glory and enlargement was given unto you, and 
that was fulfilled which is written; My beloved ate and drank 
and was enlarged and waxed fat and kicked. Hence come 
jealousy and envy, strife and sedition, persecution and tumult, 
war and captivity. So men were stirred up, the mean against 
the honourable, the ill-reputed against the highly-reputed, 
the foolish against the wise, che young against the elder. For 
this cause righteousness and peace stand aloof, while each 
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man hath forsaken the fear of the Lord and become purblind 
in the faith of Him, neither walketh in the ordinances of His 
commandments nor liveth according to that which becometh 
Christ, but each goeth after the lusts of his evil heart, seeing 
that they have conceived an unrighteous and ungodly jealousy, 
through which also death entered into the world. 

4. For so it is written, And it came to pass after certain 
days that Cain brought of the fruits of the earth a sacrifice 
wnto God, and Abel he also brought of the firstlings of the sheep 
and of their fainess. And God looked upon Abel and upon his 
gyts, but unto Cain and unto his sacrifices He gave no heed. 
And Cain sorrowed exceedingly, and his countenance fell. And 
God said unto Cain, Wherefore art thou very sorrowful? and 
wherefore did thy countenance fall? If thou hast offered aright 
and hast not divided aright, didst thou not sin? Hold thy peace. 
Unto thee shall he turn, and thou shalt rule over him. And 
Cain said unto Abel his brother, Let us go over unto the plain. 
And it came to pass, while they were in the plain, that Cain 
rose up against A bel his brother and slew him. Ye see, brethren, 
jealousy and envy wrought a brother’s murder. By reason of 
jealousy our father Jacob ran away from the face of Esau his 
brother. Jealousy caused Joseph to be persecuted even unto 
death, and to come even unto bondage. Jealousy compelled 
‘Moses to flee from the face of Pharaoh king of Egypt while 
it was said to him by his own countryman, Who made thee a 
judge or a decider over us? Wouldest thou slay me, even as 
yesterday thou slewest the Egyptian? By reason of jealousy 
Aaron and Miriam were lodged outside the camp. Jealousy 
brought Dathan and Abiram down alive to hades, because they 
made sedition against Moses the servant of God. By reason 
of jealousy David was envied not only by aliens, but was 
persecuted also by Saul king of Israel. 

5. But, to pass from the examples of ancient days, let us 
come to those champions who lived nearest to our time. Let 
us set before us the noble examples which belong to our 
generation. By reason of jealousy and envy the greatest and 
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most righteous pillars of the Church were persecuted, and 
contended even unto death. Let us set before our eyes the good 
Apostles, There was Peter who by reason of unrighteous jealousy 
endured not one nor two but many labours, and thus having 
borne his testimony went to his appointed place of glory. By 
reason of jealousy and strife Paul by his example pointed out 
the prize of patient endurance. After that he had been seven 
times in bonds, had been driven into exile, had been stoned, 
had preached in the East and in the West, he won the noble 
renown which was the reward of his faith, having taught right- 
eousness unto the whole world and having reached the farthest 
bounds of the West; and when he had borne his testimony 
before the rulers, so he departed from the world and went 
unto the holy place, having been found a notable pattern of 
patient endurance. 

6. Unto these men of holy lives was gathered a vast multi- 
tude of the elect, who through many indignities and tortures, 
being the victims of jealousy, set a brave example among 
ourselves. By reason of jealousy matrons and maidens and 
slave-girls being persecuted, after that they had suffered cruel 
and unholy insults, safely reached the goal in the race of faith, 
and received a noble reward, feeble though they were in body. 
Jealousy hath estranged wives from their husbands and changed 
the saying of our father Adam, This now is bone of my bones 
and flesh of my flesh. Jealousy and strife have overthrown great 
cities and uprooted great nations. 

7. These things, dearly beloved, we write, not only as 
admonishing you, but also as putting ourselves in remembrance. 
For we are in the same lists, and the same contest awaiteth us, 
Wherefore let us foresake idle and vain thoughts; and let 
us conform to the glorious and venerable rule which hath been 
handed down to us; and let us see what is good and what is — 
pleasant and what is acceptable in the sight of Him that made 
us. Let us fix our eyes on the blood of Christ and under- 
stand how precious it is unto His Father, because being 
shed for our salvation it won for the whole world the grace 
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of repentance. Let us review all the generations in turn, 
and learn how from generation to generation the Master. hath 
given a place for repentance unto them that desire to turn 
to Him. Noah preached repentance, and they that obeyed 
were saved. Jonah preached destruction unto the men of 
Nineveh ; but they, repenting of their sins, obtained pardon of 
God by their supplications and received salvation, albeit they 
were aliens from God. 

8. The ministers of the grace of God through the Holy ° 
Spirit spake concerning repentance. Yea and the Master of the 
universe Himself spake concerning repentance with an oath; 
For, as I live, saith the Lord, I desire not the death of the sinner, 
so much as his repentance ; and He added also a merciful judg- 
ment: Repent ye, O house of Israel, of your iniquity ; say unto 
the sons of my people, Though your sins reach from the earth 
even unto the heaven, and though they be redder than scarlet and 
blacker than sack-cloth, and ye turn unto me with your whole heart 
and say Father, I will give car unto you as unto an holy people. 
And in another place He saith on this wise, Wash, be ye 
clean. Put away your iniquities from your souls out of my sight. 
Cease from your iniquities ; learn to do good ; seek out judgment ; 
defend jim that is wronged: give judgment for the orphan, and 
execute righteousness for the widow ; and come and let us reason 
together, saith He; and though your sins be as crimson, I will 
make them white as snow; and though they be as scarlet, I will 
make them white as wool. And if ye be willing and will hearken 
unto Me, ye shall eat the good things of the carth,; but if ye be not 
willing, neither hearken unto Mc,a sword shall devour you ; for 
the mouth of the Lord hath spoken these things. Seeing then that. 
He desireth all His beloved to be partakers of repentance, He 
confirmed it by an act of His almighty will. 

9. Wherefore let us be obedient unto His excellent and 
glorious will; and presenting ourselves as suppliants of His 
mercy and goodness, let us fall down before Him and betake 
ourselves unto His compassions, forsaking the vain toil and the 
strife and the jealousy which leadeth unto death. Let us fix 
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our eyes on them that ministered perfectly unto His excellent 
glory. Let us set before us Enoch, who being found righteous 
in obedience was translated, and his death was not found. 
Noah, being found faithful, by his ministration preached regene- 
ration unto the world, and through him the Master saved the 
living creatures that entered into the ark in concord. 

10, Abraham, who was called the ‘friend, was found faithful 
in that he rendered obedience unto the words of God. He 
through obedience went forth from his land and from his 
kindred and from his father’s house, that leaving a scanty land 
and a feeble kindred and a mean house he might inherit the 
promises of God. For He saith unto him; Go forth from thy 
land and from thy kindred and from thy father’s house unto the 
land which I shall show thee, and I will make thee into a great 
nation, and I will bless thee and will magnify thy name, and thou 
shalt be blessed. And I will bless them that bless thee, and I will 
curse thene that curse thee; and in thee shall all the tribes of the 
earth be blessed. And again, when he was parted from Lot, God 
said unto him; Look up with thine eyes, and behold Srom the 
place where thou now art, unto the north and the south and the 
sunrise and the sea; for all the land which thou seest, I will give 
it unto thee and to thy seed for ever; and I will make thy seed as 
the dust of the earth, If any man can count the dust of the earth, 
then shall thy seed also be counted, And again He saith; And. 
God kd Abraham forth and said unto him, Look up unto the 
heaven and count the stars, and see whether thou canst count thene, 
So shall thy seed be, And Abraham believed God, and it was 
reckoned unto him for righteousness. For his faith and hospitality 
a son was given unto him in old age, and by obedience he 
offered him a sacrifice unto God on one of the mountains which 
He showed him. 

11. For his hospitality and godliness Lot was saved from — 
Sodom, when all the country round about was judged by fire 
and brimstone; the Master having thus foreshown that He 
forsaketh not them which set their hope on Him, but appointeth 
unto punishment and torment them which swerve aside. For 
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when his wife had gone forth with him; being otherwise-minded 
and not in accord, she was appointed for a sign hereunto, so 
that she became a pillar of salt unto this day, that it might 
be known unto all men that they which are double-minded 
and they which doubt concerning the power of God are set for 
a judgment and for a token unto all the generations. _ 

12, For her faith and hospitality Rahab the harlot was 
saved. For when the spies were sent forth unto Jericho by 
Joshua the son of Nun, the king of the land perceived that 
they were come to spy out his country, and sent forth men to 
seize them, that being seized they might be put to death. So 
the hospitable Rahab received them and hid them in the upper 
chamber under the flax-stalks. And when the messengers 
of the king came near and said, The spies of our land entered 
tn unto thee: bring them forth, for the king so ordereth: then 
she answered, The men truly, whom ye seek, entered in unto 
me, but they departed forthwith and are journeying on the way ; 
and she pointed out to them the opposite road. And she 
said unto the men, Of a surety I perceive that the Lord your 
God delivereth this city unto you; for the fear and the dread of 
you ts fallen upon the inhabitants thereof. When therefore it shall 
come to pass that ye take tt, save me and the house of my father. 
And they said unto her, /¢ shall be even so as thou hast spoken unto 
us. Whensoever therefore thou perceivest that we are coming, thou 
shalt gather all thy folk beneath thy roof, and they shall be saved ; 
Sor as many as shall be found without the house shall perish. 
And moreover they gave her a sign, that she should hang out 
from her house a scarlet thread, thereby showing beforehand 
that through*the blood of the Lord there shall be redemption 
unto all them that believe and hope on God. Ye see, dearly 
beloved, not only faith, but prophecy, is found in the woman. © 

13. Let us therefore be lowly-minded, brethren, laying 
aside all arrogance and conceit and folly and anger, and let 
us do that which is written. For the Holy Ghost saith, Let 
not the wise man boast in his wisdom, nor the strong in his 
strength, neither the rich in his riches; but he that boasteth let 
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him boast in the Lord, that he may seek Him out, and do judg- 
ment and righteousness ; most of all remembering the words of 
the Lord Jesus which He spake, teaching forbearance and long- 
suffering: for thus He spake; Have mercy, that ye may receive 
mercy: forgive that it may be forgiven to you. As ye do, so 
Shall it be done to you. As ye give, so shall it be given unto you. 
As ye judge, so shall ye be judged. As ye show kindness, so shall 
kindness be showed unto you. With what measure ye mete, it 
shall be measured withal to you. With this commandment and 
these precepts let us confirm ourselves, that we may walk in 
obedience to His hallowed words, with lowliness of mind. For 
the holy word saith, Upon whom shall I look, save upon him 
that is gentle and quiet and feareth mine oracles ? 

14. Therefore it is right and proper, brethren, that we 
should be obedient unto God, rather than follow those who 
in arrogance and unruliness have set themselves up as leaders 
in abominable jealousy. For we shall bring upon us no com- 
mon harm, but rather great peril, if we surrender ourselves 
recklessly to the purposes of men who launch out into strife 
and seditions, so as to estrange us from that which is right. 
Let us be good one towards another according to the com- 
passion and sweetness of Him that made us. For it is written: 
The good shall be dwellers in the land, and the innocent shall be 
left on tt; but they that transgress shall be destroyed utterly from 
zt. And again He saith; J saw the ungodly lifted up on high 
and exalted as the cedars of Lebanon. And I passed by, and 
behold he was not; and I sought out his place, and I found it 
not. Keep innocence and behold uprightness ; for there is a 
vemnant for the peaceful man. - 

15. Therefore let us cleave unto them that practise peace 
with godliness, and not unto them that desire peace with dis- 
simulation. For He saithin a certain place ; This people honoureth 
me with their lips, but their heart is far from me; and again, 
They blessed with their mouth, but they cursed with their heart. 
And again He saith, They loved Him with their mouth, and 
with their tongue they lied unto Him; and their heart was not 
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‘upright with Him, neither were they stedfast in His covenant. For 
this cause Let the deceitful lips be made dumb which speak iniquity 
against the righteous. And again; May the Lord utterly destroy 
all the deceitful lips, the tongue that speaketh proud things, even 
them that say, Let us magnify our tongue; our lips are our own ; 
whois Lord over us? For the misery of the needy and for the 
groaning of the poor I will now arise, saith the Lord. I will set 
him in safety ; I will deal boldly by him. 

16. For Christ is with them that are lowly of mind, not 
with them that exalt themselves over the flock. The sceptre 
of the majesty of God, even our Lord Jesus Christ, came not 
in the pomp of arrogance or of pride, though He might have 
done so, but in lowliness of mind, according as the Holy Spirit 
spake concerning Him. For He saith; Lord, who believed our 
report? and to whom was the aru. of the Lord revealed? We 
announced Him in His presence. As a child was He, as a root in 
a thirsty ground. There is no form in Him, neither glory. And 
we beheld Him, and He had no form nor comeliness, but His form 
was mean, lacking more than the form of men. He was a man of 
stripes and of toil, and knowing how to bear infirmity: for fis 
face is turned away. He was dishonoured and held of no account. 
He beareth our sins and suffereth pain for our sakes: and we 

accounted Him to be in toil and in stripes and in affliction. And 
He was wounded for our sins and hath been affticted for our 
iniquities. The chastisement of our peace 1s upon Him. With 
His bruises we were healed. We all went astray like sheep, 
each man went astray in his own path: and the Lord delivered 
Him over for our sins. And He openeth not his mouth, because 
He is afflicted. As a sheep He was led to slaughter ; and as a@ 
lamb before his shearer is dumb, so openeth He not Hits mouth. 
In His humiliation His judgment was taken away. Fis genera- 
tion who shall declare? For His life is taken away from the 
earth. For the iniquities of my people He ts come to death. 
And I will give the wicked for His burial, and the rich for 
His death; for He wrought no iniquity, neither was guile found 
in His mouth. And the Lord desireth to cleanse Him from 
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fis stripes. If ye offer for sin, your soul shall see a long-lived 
seed. And the Lord desireth to take away from the toil of His 
soul, to show Him light and to mould Him with understand- 
ing, to justify a Fust One that is a £00d servant unto many. 
And He shall bear their sins. T, herefore He shall inherit many, 
and shall divide the spoils of the strong ; because His soul was 
delivered unto death, and He was reckoned unto the transgres- 
sors; and He bare the sins of many, and for their sins was He 
delivered up. And again He Himself saith; But lam a worm 
and no man, a reproach of men and an outcast of the people, All 
they that beheld me mocked at me; they spake with their lips; 
they wagged their heads, saying, He hoped on the Lord; let 
flim deliver him, or let Him save him, for He desireth him. 
Ye see, dearly beloved, what is the pattern that hath been 
given unto us; for, if the Lord was thus lowly of mind, what 
should we do, who through Him. have been brought under the 
yoke of His grace? . 

17. Let us be imitators also of them which went about in 
| goatskins and sheepskins, preaching the coming of Christ. 
We mean Elijah and Elisha and likewise Ezekiel, the pro- 
phets, and besides them those men also that obtained a good. 
report. Abraham obtained an exceeding good report and was 
called the friend of God; and looking stedfastly on the glory 
of God, he saith in lowliness of mind, But I am dust and ashes. 
Moreover concerning Job also it is thus written; And $od 
was righteous and unblameable, one that was true and honoured 
God and abstained from all evil Yet he himself accuseth 
himself saying, Vo man ts clean Srom filth; no, not though his 
life be but for a day. Moses was called Jaithful in all His 
house, and through his ministration God judged Egypt with 
the plagues and the torments which befel them. Howbeit 
he also, though greatly glorified, yet spake no proud words, but 
said, when an oracle was given to him at the bush, Who am J, 
that Thou sendest me? Nay, I am feeble of speech and slow of 
tongue. And again he saith, But I am smoke Srom the pot. 

18. But what must we say of David that obtained a good 
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report? of whom God said, I have found a man after my 
heart, David the son of Fesse: with eternal mercy have I 
anointed him. Yet he too saith unto God; Have mercy upon 
me, O God, according to thy great mercy; and according to 
the multitude of thy compassions, blot out mine iniquity. Wash 
me yet more from mine iniquity, aud cleanse me from my 
sin. For I acknowledge mine iniquity, and my sin is ever 
before me. Against Thee only did I sin, and I wrought evil in 
Thy sight; that Thou mayest be justified in Thy words, and 
mayest conquer in Thy pleading. For behold, in inigquities was 
I conceived, and in sins did my mother bear me. For behold 
Thou hast loved truth: the dark and hidden things of Thy 
avisdom hast Thou showed unto me. Thou shalt sprinkle me with 
hyssop, and I shall be made clean. Thou shalt wash me, and £ 
shall become whiter than snow. Thou shalt make me to hear 
of joy and gladness. The bones which have been humbled shall 
vejoice. Turn away Thy face from my sins, and blot out all 
mine iniquities. Make a clean heart within me, O God, and 
yenew a right spirit in mine inmost parts. Cast me not away 
from Thy presence, and take not Thy Floly Spirit from me. 
Restore unto me the joy of Thy salvation, and strengthen me with 
a princely spirit. I will teach sinners Thy ways, and godless. 
men shall be converted unto Thee. Deliver me from bloodguilti- 
‘mess, O God, the God of my salvation. My tongue shall rejoice 
in Thy righteousness. Lord, Thou shalt open my mouth, and 
my lips shall declare Thy praise. For, tf Thou hadst desired 
sacrifice, I would have given it: in whole burnt-offerings Thou 
wilt have no pleasure. A sacrifice unto God is a contrite Spirit ; 
a contrite and humbled heart God will not despise. 

19. The humility therefore and the submissiveness of so 
many and so great men, who have thus obtained a good report, 
hath through obedience made better not only us but also the 
generations which were before us, even them that received His 
oracles in fear and truth. Seeing then that we have been par- 
takers of many great and glorious doings, let us hasten to re- 
turn unto the goal of peace which hath been handed down to 
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us from the beginning, and let us look stedfastly unto the 
Father and Maker of the whole world, and cleave unto His 
splendid and excellent gifts of peace and benefits. Let us 
behold Him in our mind, and let us look with the eyes of 
our soul unto His long-suffering will. Let us note how free 
from anger He is towards all His creatures. 

20.. The heavens are moved by His direction and obey Him 
in peace. Day and night accomplish the course assigned to them 
by Him, without hindrance one to another. The sun and the 
moon and the dancing stars according to His appointment circle 
in harmony within the bounds assigned to them, without any 
swerving aside. The earth, bearing fruit in fulfilment of His will 
at her proper seasons, putteth forth the food that supplieth 
abundantly both men and beasts and all living things which 
are thereupon, making no dissension, neither altering anything 
which He hath decreed. Moreover, the inscrutable depths of the 
abysses and the unutterable +statutes+ of the nether regions are 
constrained by the same ordinances. The basin of the boundless 
sea, gathered together by His workmanship into its reservoirs, 
passeth not the barriers wherewith it is surrounded; but even 
as He ordered it, so it doeth. For He said, So Jar shalt thou 
come, and thy waves shall be broken within thee. The ocean which 
is impassable for men, and the worlds beyond it, are directed 
by the same ordinances of the Master. The seasons of spring 
and summer and autumn and winter give way in succession © 
one to another in peace. The winds in their several quarters 
at their proper season fulfil their ministry without disturbance : 
and the everflowing fountains, created for enjoyment and health, 
without fail give their breasts which sustain the life of men., 
Yea, the smallest of living things come together in concord and 
peace. All these things the great Creator and Master of the 
universe ordered to be in peace and concord, doing good unto 
all things, but far beyond the rest unto us who have taken 
refuge in His compassionate mercies through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, to whom be the glory and the majesty for ever and ever. 
Amen, 
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' 21. Look ye, brethren, lest His benefits, which are many, 
- turn unto judgment to all of us, if we walk not worthily of 
Him, and do those things which are good and well-pleasing in 
His sight with concord. For He saith in a certain place, The 
Spirit of the Lord is a lamp searching the closets of the belly. Let 
us see how near He is, and how that nothing escapeth Him 
of our thoughts or our devices which we make. It is right 
therefore that we should not be deserters from His will. Let us 
rather give offence to foolish and senseless men who exalt them- 
selves and boast in the arrogance of their words, than to God. Let 
us fear the Lord Jesus, whose blood was given for us. Let us 
reverence our rulers; let us honour our elders; let us instruct 
our young men in the lesson of the fear of God. Let us guide 
our women toward that which is good: let them show forth 
their lovely disposition of purity; let them prove their sincere 
affection of gentleness; let them make manifest the moderation 
of their tongue through their silence; let them show their love, 
not in factious preferences but without partiality towards all 
‘them that fear God, in holiness. Let our children be par- 
takers of the instruction which is in Christ: let them learn how 
lowliness of mind prevaileth with God, what power chaste love 
hath with God, how the fear of Him is good and great and 
-saveth all them that walk therein in a pure mind with holiness. 
For He is the searcher out of the intents and desires; whose 
breath is in us, and when He listeth, He shall take it away. 

22. Now all these things the faith which is in Christ con- 
firmeth: for He Himself through the Holy Spirit thus inviteth 
us: Come, my children, hearken unto me, I will teach you the 
fear of the Lord. What man is he that desireth life and 
loveth to see good days? Make thy tongue to cease from evil, 
and thy lips that they speak no guile, Turn aside from evil 
and do good. Seek peace and ensue it. The eyes of the Lord 
are over the righteous, and His ears are turned to their prayers, 
But the face of the Lord is upon them that do evil, to destroy 
their memorial from the earth, The righteous cried out, and 
the Lord heard him, and delivered him from all his troubles. 
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Many are the troubles of the righteous, and the Lord shalt de- 
liver them from them all. And again; Many-are the stripes of 
the sinner, but them that set their hope on the Lord mercy shall 
compass about. 

23: The Father, who is pitiful in all things, and ready 
to do good, hath compassion on them that fear Him, and kindly 
and lovingly bestoweth His favours on them that draw nigh 
unto Him with a single mind. Wherefore let us not be 
double-minded, neither let our soul indulge in idle humours 
respecting His exceeding and glorious gifts. Let this scrip- 
ture be far from us where He saith; Wretched are the double- 
minded, which doubt in their soul and say, These things we did 
hear in the days of our fathers also, and behold we have grown old, 
and none of these things hath befallen us. Ye fools, compare your= 
selves unto a tree; take a vine. First it sheddeth its leaves, then 
a shoot cometh, then a leaf, then a flower, and after these a 
sour berry, then a full ripe grape. Ye see that in a little 
time the fruit of the tree attaineth unto mellowness. Of a 
truth quickly and suddenly shall His will be accomplished, the 
scripture also bearing witness to it, saying; He shall come quickly 
and shall not tarry; and the Lord shall come suddenly into His 
temple, even the Holy One, whom ye expect. 

24. Let us understand, dearly beloved, how the Master 
continually showeth unto us the resurrection that shall be here- 
after; whereof He made the Lord Jesus Christ the firstfruit,. 
when He raised Him from the dead. Let us behold, dearly 
beloved, the resurrection which happeneth at its proper season. 
Day and night show unto us the resurrection. The night falleth 
asleep, and day ariseth; the day departeth, and night cometh . 
on. Let us mark the fruits, how and in what manner the. 
sowing taketh place. Zhe sower goeth forth and casteth into. 
the earth each of the seeds; and these falling into the earth 
dry and bare decay: then out of their decay the mightiness of 
the Master’s providence raiseth them up, and from being one. 
they increase manifold and bear fruit. 

25. Let us consider the marvellous sign which is seen in 
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the regions of the east, that is, in the parts about Arabia. 
There is a bird, which is named the phcenix. This, being 
the only one of its kind, liveth for. five hundred years; and 
when it hath now reached the time of its dissolution that it 
should die, it maketh for itself a coffin of frankincense and myrrh 
and the other spices, into the which in the fulness of time 
it entereth, and so it dieth. But, as the flesh rotteth, a certain 
worm is engendered, which is nurtured from the moisture of 
the dead creature and putteth forth wings. Then, when it is 
grown lusty, it taketh up that coffin where are the bones of its 
parent, and carrying them journeyeth from the country of 
Arabia even unto Egypt, to the place called the City of the 
Sun; and in the day time in the sight of all, flying to the 
altar of the Sun, it layeth them thereupon; and this done, it, 
setteth forth to return. So the priests examine the registers 
of the times, and they find that it hath come when the five 
hundredth year is completed. 

26. Do we then think it to be a great and marvellous thing, 
if the Creator of the universe shall bring about the resurrection 
of them that have served Him with holiness in the assurance 
of a good faith, seeing that He showeth to us even by a bird 
the magnificence of His promise? For He saith in a certain 
place; And thou shalt raise me up, and I will praise Thee; and 
I went to rest and slept, I was awaked, for Thou art with me. 
And again Job saith; And Thou shalt raise this my flesh which 
hath endured all these things. 

27. With this hope therefore let our souls be bound unto 
Him that is faithful in His promises and that is righteous in 
His judgments. He that commanded not to lie, much more 
shall He Himself not lie: for nothing is impossible with God 
save to lie. Therefore let our faith in Him be kindled within 
us, and let us understand that all things are nigh unto Him, 
By a word of His majesty He compacted the universe ; and by 
a word He can destroy it. Who shall say unto Him, What 
hast thou done? or who shall resist the might of His strength ? 
When He listeth, and as He listeth, He will do all things; and 
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nothing shall pass away of those things that He hath decreed: 
All things are in His sight, and nothing escapeth His counsel, 
seeing that The heavens declare the glory of God, and the fir- 
mament proclaimeth His handiwork. Day uttereth word unto 
day, and night proclaimeth knowledge unto night; and there 
ave neither words nor speeches, whose voices are not heard. 

28. .Since therefore all things are seen and heard, let us 
fear Him and forsake the abominable lusts of evil works, 
that we may be shielded by His mercy from the coming 
judgments. For where can any of us escape from His strong 
hand? And what world will receive any of them that desert 
from His service? For the holy writing saith in a certain 
place; Where shall I go, and where shall I be hidden from Thy 
Jace? If I ascend into the heaven, Thou art there; if I depart 
into the farthest parts of the earth, there is Thy right hand; if 
I make my bed in the depths, there is Thy Spirit. Whither then 
shall one depart, or where shall one flee, from Him that 
embraceth the universe ? . 

29. Let us therefore approach Him in holiness of soul; 
lifting up pure and undefiled hands unto Him, with love towards 
our gentle and compassionate Father who made us an elect 
portion unto Himself. For thus it is written: When the Most 
fligh divided the nations, when He dispersed the sons of Adam, 
fle fixed the boundaries of the nations according to the number 
of the angels of God. His people Facob became the portion 
of the Lord, and Israel the measurement of His inheritance. 
And in another place He saith; Behold, the Lord taketh for 
fTimself a nation out of the midst of the nations, as aman taketh 
the firstfruits of his threshing floor; and the holy of holies 
shall come forth from that nation. 

30. Seeing then that we are the special portion of a Holy 
God, let us do all things that pertain unto holiness, forsaking 
evil-speakings, abominable and impure embraces, drunkennesses 
and tumults and hateful lusts, abominable adultery, hateful 
pride; For God, He saith, resisteth the proud, but giveth grace 
to the lowly, Let us therefore cleave unto those to whom 
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' grace is given from God. Let us clothe ourselves in con- 
cord, being lowly-minded and temperate, holding ourselves aloof 
from all backbiting and evil speaking, being justified by works 
and not by words. For He saith; He that saith much shall 
hear also again. Doth the ready talker think to be righteous ? 
Blessed is the offspring of a woman that liveth but a short time. 
Be not thou abundant in words. Let our praise be with God, 
and not of ourselves: for God hateth them that praise them- 
selves, Let the testimony to our well-doing be given by 
others, as it was given unto our fathers who were righteous. 
Boldness and arrogance and daring are for them that are ac- 
cursed of God; but forbearance and humility and gentleness 
are with them that are blessed of God. 

31. Let us therefore cleave unto His blessing, and let us see 
what are the ways of blessing. Let us study the records of the 
things that have happened from the beginning. Wherefore was 
our father Abraham blessed? Was it not because he wrought 
righteousness and truth through faith? Isaac with confidence, 
as knowing the future, was led a willing sacrifice. Jacob with 
humility departed from his land because of his brother, and went 
unto Laban and served; ‘and the twelve tribes of Israel were 
given unto him. 

32. If any man will consider them one by one in sin- 
cerity, he shall understand the magnificence of the gifts that are 
given by Him. For of Jacob are all the priests and levites who 
minister unto the altar of God; of him is the Lord Jesus as 
concerning the flesh ; of him are kings and rulers and governors 
in the line of Judah; yea and the rest of his tribes are held in 
no small honour, seeing that God promised saying, Thy seed 
shall be as the stars of heaven. They all therefore were elorified 
and magnified, not through themselves or their own works or 
the righteous doing which they wrought, but through His will. 
And so we, having been called through His will in Christ Jesus, 
are not justified through ourselves or through our own wisdom 
or understanding or piety or works which we wrought in holi- 
ness of heart, but through faith, whereby the Almighty God 
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justified all men that have been from the beginning; to:whom, ° 
be the glory for ever and ever. Amen. 

33. What then must we do, brethren? Must we idly 
abstain from doing good, and forsake love? May the Master 
never allow this to befal us at least; but let us hasten with 
instancy and zeal to accomplish every good work. For the 
Creator and Master of the universe Himself rejoiceth in His 
works. For by His exceeding great might He established the 
heavens, and in His incomprehensible wisdom He set them in. 
order. And the earth He separated from the water that sur- 
roundeth it, and He set it firm on the sure foundation of His 
own will; and the living creatures which walk upon it He com- 
manded to exist by His ordinance. Having before created the. 
sea and the living creatures therein, He enclosed it by His own 
power. Above all, as the most excellent and exceeding great. 
work of His intelligence, with His sacred and faultless hands 
He formed man in the impress of His own image. For thus. 
saith God; Let us make man after our image and after our like= 
ness. And God made man; male and Jemale made He them. 
So having finished all these things, He praised them and blessed 
them and said, Increase and multiply. We have seen that all 
the righteous were adorned in good works, Yea, and the Lord 
Himself having adorned Himself with works rejoiced. Seeing 
then that we have this pattern, let us conform ourselves with all. 
diligence to His will; let us with all our strength work the work 
of righteousness. 

34. The good workman receiveth the bread of his work with, 
boldness, but the slothful and careless dareth not look his em- 
ployer in the face. It is therefore needful that we should be 
zealous unto well-doing, for of Him are all things: since He fore- 
warneth us saying, Behold, the Lord, and His reward ts before His 
Jace, to recompense cach man according to his work. He exhort-: 
eth us therefore to believe on Him with our whole heart, and 
to be not idle nor careless unto every good work. Let our boast. 
and our confidence be in Him: let us submit ourselves to. 
His will; let us mark the whole host of His angels, how they 
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stand by and minister unto His will. For the scripture saith 
Len thousands of ten thousands stood by Him, and thousands of 
thousands ministered unto Him: and they cried aloud, Holy, holy, 
holy is the Lord of Sabaoth; all creation is full of His glory. 
Yea, and let us ourselves then, being gathered together in con- 
cord with intentness of heart, cry unto Him as from one mouth 
earnestly that we may be made partakers of His great and 
glorious promises. For He saith, ye hath not seen and ear hath 
not heard, and it hath not entered into the heart of man what 
great things He hath prepared for them that patiently await Him. 

35. How blessed and marvellous are the gifts of God, dearly 
beloved! Life in immortality, splendour in righteousness, truth in 
boldness, faith in confidence, temperance in sanctification! And 
all these things fall under our apprehension. What then, think 
ye, are the things preparing for them that patiently await Him? 
The Creator and Father of the ages, the All-holy One Himself 
knoweth their number and their beauty. Let us therefore con- 
tend, that we may be found in the number of those that patiently 
await Him, to the end that we may be partakers of His promised 
gifts. But how shall this be, dearly beloved? If our mind be fixed 
through faith towards God ; if we seek out those things which 
are well pleasing and acceptable unto Him; if we accomplish, 
such things as beseem His faultless will, and follow the way of 
truth, casting off from ourselves all unrighteousness and ini- 
quity, covetousness, strifes, malignities and deceits, whisperings 
and back-bitings, hatred of God, pride and arrogance, vainglory 
and inhospitality. For they that do these things are hateful to 
God; and not only they that do them, but they also that consent 
unto them. For the scripture saith; But unto the sinner said 
God, Wherefore dost thou declare mine ordinances, and takest my 
covenant upon thy lips ? Vet thou didst hate instruction and didst 
cast away my words behind thee. If thou sawest a thief, thou 
didst keep company with him, and with the adulterers thou didst 
set thy portion. Thy mouth multiplied wickedness, and thy tongue 
wove deceit. Thou sattest and spakest against thy brother, and 
against the son of thy mother thow didst lay a stumbling-block. 
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These things thou hast done, and I kept silence. Thou thoughtest, 
unrighteous man, that I should be like unto thee. I will convict 
thee and will set thee face to face with thyself. Now understand 
ye these things, ye that forget God, lest at any time He seize you as 
a lion, and there be none to deliver. The sacrifice of praise shall 
glorify Me, and there is the way wherein I will show him the 
salvation of God. 

36. This is the way, dearly-beloved, wherein we found our 
salvation, even Jesus Christ the High-priest of our offerings, the 
Guardian and Helper of our weakness. Through Him let us 
look stedfastly unto the heights of the heavens; through Him 
we behold as in a mirror His faultless and most excellent 
visage; through Him the eyes of our hearts were opened ; 
through Him our foolish and darkened mind springeth up 
unto the light; through Him the Master willed that we 
should taste of the immortal knowledge; Who being the 
brightness of His majesty is so much greater than angels, as 
fe hath inherited a more excellent name. For so it is written ; 
Who maketh His angels spirits and His ministers a Jjiame of 
Jire; but of His Son the Master said thus; Zhou art My Son, 
I this day have begotten Thee. Ask of Me, and I will give Thee 
the Gentiles for Thine inheritance, and the ends of the earth for. 
Thy possession. And again He saith unto Him; Sit thou on 
My right hand, until I snake Thine enemies a Jootstool for Thy 
Jeet. Who then are these enemies ? They that are wicked and 
resist His will. . 

37. Let us therefore enlist ourselves, brethren, with all earn- 
estness in His faultless ordinances. Let us mark the soldiers 
that are enlisted under our rulers, how exactly, how readily, how - 
submissively, they execute the orders given them. All are not 
prefects, nor rulers of thousands, nor rulers of hundreds, nor 
tulers of fifties, and so forth; but each man in his own rank 
executeth the orders given by the king and the governors. The 
&reat without the small cannot exist, neither the small wethout 
the great, There isa certain mixture in all things, and therein. 
is utility. Let us take our body as an example. The head 
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without the feet is nothing; so likewise. the feet without the 
head are nothing: even the smallest limbs of our body are 
necessary and useful for the whole body: but all the members 
conspire and unite in subjection, that the whole body may be 
saved. 

38. So in our case let the whole body be saved in Christ 
Jesus, and let each man be subject unto his neighbour, ac- 
cording as also he was appointed with his special grace. Let 
not the strong neglect the weak; and let the weak respect the. 
strong. Let the rich minister aid to the poor; and let the poor 
give thanks to God, because He hath given him one through 
whom his wants may be supplied. Let the wise display his 
wisdom, not in good words, but in good works. He that is lowly 
in mind, let him not bear testimony to himself, but leave testi- 
mony to be borne to him by his neighbour, He that is pure in 
the flesh, let him be so, and not boast, knowing that it is Another 
who bestoweth his continence upon him. Let us consider, 
brethren, of what matter we were made; who and what manner 
of beings we were, when we came into the world; from what a 
sepulchre and what darkness He that moulded and created us 
brought us into His world, having prepared His benefits afore- 
hand ere ever we were born. Seeing therefore that we have all 
these things from Him, we ought in all things to give thanks to 
Him, to whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen. 

+ 39. Senseless and stupid and foolish and ignorant men 
jeer and mock at us, desiring that they themselves should be 
exalted in their imaginations. For what power hath a mortal? 
or what strength hath a child of earth? For it is written; 7here 
was no form before mine eyes; only I heard a breath and a 
voice. What then? Shall a mortal be clean in the sight of the 
Lord; or shall a man be unblameable for his works? seeing 
that He is distrustful against His servants and noteth some 
perversity against His angels. Nay, the heaven ts not clean in 
His sight. Away then, ye that dwell in houses of clay, whereof, 
even of the same clay, we ourselves are made. He smote them 
like a moth, and from morn to even they are no more, Because 
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they could not succour themselves, they perished. He breathed 
upon them and they died, because they had no wisdom. But call 
thou, if perchance one shall obey thee, or if thou shalt see one of 
the holy angels. For wrath killeth the foolish man, and envy 
slayeth him that is gone astray. And I have seen fools throwing 
out roots, but forthwith their habitation was eaten up. Far be 
their sons from safety. May they be mocked at the gates of 
inferiors, and there shall be none to deliver them. For the things 
which are prepared for them, the righteous shall eat; but they 
themselves shall not be delivered from evils. 

40. Forasmuch then as these things are manifest beforehand, 
and we have searched into the depths of the Divine knowledge, 
we ought to do all things in order, as many as the Master hath 
commanded us to perform at their appointed seasons. Now the 
offerings and ministrations He commanded to be performed 
‘with care, and not to be done rashly or in disorder, but at fixed 
times and seasons. And where and by whom He would have 
them performed, He Himself fixed by His supreme will: that 
all things being done with piety according to His good pleasure 
might be acceptable to His will. They therefore that make 
their offerings at the appointed seasons are acceptable and 
blessed: for while they follow the institutions of the Master 
they cannot go wrong. For unto the high-priest his proper 
services have been assigned, and to the priests their proper 
office is appointed, and upon the levites their proper min- 
istrations are laid. The layman is bound by the layman’s 
ordinances. 

41. Let each of you, brethren, in his own order give thanks 
unto God, maintaining a good conscience and not transgressing 
the appointed rule of his service, but acting with all seemliness. 
Not in every place, brethren, are the continual daily sacrifices 
offered, or the freewill offerings, or the sin offerings and the — 
trespass offerings, but in Jerusalem alone. And even there the 
offering is not made in every place, but before the sanctuary in 
the court of the altar; and this too through the high-priest and 
the aforesaid ministers, after that the victim to be offered hath 
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been inspected for blemishes. They therefore who do any thing 
contrary to the seemly ordinance of His will receive death as 
the penalty. Ye see, brethren, in proportion as greater know- 
ledge hath been vouchsafed unto us, so much the more are we 
exposed to danger. 

42. The Apostles received the Gospel for us from the Lord 
‘Jesus Christ; Jésus Christ was sent forth from God. So then 
Christ is from God, and the Apostles are from Christ. Both 
therefore came of the will of God in the appointed order. Having 
therefore received a charge, and having been fully assured through 
the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ and confirmed in the 
word of God with full assurance of the Holy Ghost, they went 
forth with the glad tidings that the kingdom of God should 
come. So preaching everywhere in country and town, they ap- 
pointed their first-fruits, when they had proved them by the 
Spirit, to be bishops and deacons unto them that should believe. 
And this they did in no new fashion; for indeed it had been 
written concerning bishops and deacons from very ancient times; 
for thus saith the scripture in a certain place, J will appoint 
their bishops in righteousness and their deacons in faith. 

43. And what marvel, if they which were entrusted in Christ 
with such a work by God appointed the aforesaid persons? 
seeing that even the blessed Moses who was a faithful servant 
in all His house recorded for a sign in the sacred books all 
things that were enjoined upon him. And him also the rest of the 
prophets followed, bearing witness with him unto the laws that 
were ordained by him. For he, when jealousy arose concern- 
ing the priesthood, and there was dissension among the tribes 
which of them was adorned with the glorious name, commanded 
the twelve chiefs of the tribes to bring to him rods inscribed 
with the name of each tribe. And he took them and tied them: 
and sealed them with the signet rings of the chiefs of the tribes, 
and put them away in the tabernacle of the testimony on the 
table of God. And having shut the tabernacle he sealed the 
keys and likewise also the doors. And he said unto them, 
Brethren, the tribe whose rod shall bud, this hath God chosen to be 
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priests and ministers unto Him. Now when morning came, he 
called together all Israel, even the six hundred thousand men, 
and showed the seals to the chiefs of the tribes and opened the 
tabernacle of the testimony and drew forth the rods. And the 
rod of Aaron was found not only with buds, but also bearing 
fruit. What think ye, dearly beloved? Did not Moses know 
beforehand that this would come to pass? Assuredly he 
knew it. But that disorder might not arise in Israel, he did 
thus, to the end that the Name of the true and only God 
might be glorified: to whom be the glory for ever and ever. 
Amen. 

44. And our Apostles knew through our Lord Jesus Christ 
that there would be strife over the name of the bishop’s office. 
For this cause therefore, having received complete foreknowledge, 
they appointed the aforesaid persons, and afterwards they pro- 
vided a continuance, that if these should fall asleep, other ap- 
proved men should succeed to their ministration. Those there- 
fore who were appointed by them, or afterward by other men of 
repute with the consent of the whole Church, and have ministered 
unblameably to the flock of Christ in lowliness of mind, peace: 
fully and with all modesty, and for long time have borne a good 
report with all—these men we consider to be unjustly thrust out 
from their ministration. For it will be no light sin for us, if we 
thrust out those who have offered the gifts of the bishop’s office 
unblameably and holily. Blessed are those presbyters who 
have gone before, seeing that their departure was fruitful and 
ripe: for they have no fear lest any one should remove them 
from their appointed place. For we see that ye have displaced 
certain persons, though they were living honourably, from the 
ministration which they had kept blamelessly. 

45. Be ye contentious, brethren, and jealous about the 
things that pertain unto salvation. Ye have searched the 
scriptures, which are true, which were given through the Holy 
Ghost; and ye know that nothing unrighteous or counterfeit is 
written in them. Ye will not find that righteous persons have 
been thrust out by holy men. Righteous men were persecuted, 
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but it was by the lawless; they were imprisoned, but it was by 
the unholy. They were stoned by transgressors: they were slain 
by those who had conceived a detestable and unrighteous jea- 
lousy. Suffering these things, they endured nobly. For what 
must we say, brethren? Was Daniel cast into the lions’ den by 
them that feared God? Or were Ananias and Azarias and 
Misael shut up in the furnace of fire by them that professed 
the excellent and glorious worship of the Most High? Far be 
this from our thoughts. Who then were they that did these 
things? Abominable men and full of all wickedness were 
stirred up to such a pitch of wrath, as to bring cruel suffering 
upon them that served God in a holy and blameless purpose, 
not knowing that the Most High is the champion and pro- 
tector of them that in a pure conscience serve His excellent 
Name: unto whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen. But 
they that endured patiently in confidence inherited glory and 
honour; they were exalted, and had their names recorded by 
God in their memorial for ever and ever. Amen. 

46. To such examples as these therefore, brethren, we 
also ought to cleave. For it is written ; Cleave unto the saints, 
for they that cleave unto them shall be sanctified. And again 
He saith in another place; With the guiltless man thou shalt 
be guiltless, and with the elect thou shalt be elect, and with the 
crooked thou shalt deal crookedly. Wet us therefore cleave to the 
guiltless and righteous: and these are the elect of God. Where- 
fore are there strifes and wraths and factions and divisions and 
war among you? Have we not one God and one Christ and 
one Spirit of grace that was shed upon us? And is there not 
one calling in Christ? Wherefore do we tear and rend asunder 
the members of Christ, and stir up factions against our own 
body, and reach such a pitch of folly, as to forget that we are 
members one of another? Remember the words of Jesus our 
Lord: for He said, Woe unto that man, It were good for him 
if he had not been born, rather than that he should offend one 
of Mine elect. It were better for him that a mill-stone were 
hanged about him, and he cast into the sea, than that he should 
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pervert one of Mine elect. Your division hath perverted many; 
it hath brought many to despair, many to doubting, and all 
of us to sorrow. And your sedition still continueth. 

47. Take up the epistle of the blessed Paul the Apostle. 
What wrote he first unto you in the beginning of the Gospel? 
Of a truth he charged you in the Spirit concerning himself 
and Cephas and Apollos, because that even then ye had made 
parties. Yet that making of parties brought less sin upon you ; 
for ye were partisans of Apostles that were highly reputed, 
and of a man approved in their sight. But now mark ye, who 
they are that have perverted you and diminished the glory of 
your renowned love for the brotherhood. It is shameful, dearly 
beloved, yes, utterly shameful and unworthy of your conduct 
in Christ, that it should be reported that the very sted- 
fast and ancient Church of the Corinthians, for the sake of 
one or two persons, maketh sedition against its presbyters, 
And this report hath reached not only us, but them also which 
differ from us, so that ye even heap blasphemies on the Name 
of the Lord by reason of your folly, and moreover create peril 
for yourselves, 

48. Let us therefore root this out quickly, and let us 
fall down before the Master and intreat Him with tears, that 
He may show Himself propitious and be reconciled unto us, and 
may restore us to the seemly and pure conduct which belongeth 
to our love of the brethren. For this is a gate of righteous- 
ness opened unto life, as it is written; Open me the gates of 
righteousness, that I may enter in thereby and praise the Lora. 
This is the gate of the Lord; the righteous shall enter in thereby. 
Seeing then that many gates are opened, this is that gate which 
is in righteousness, even that which is in Christ, whereby all 
are blessed that have entered in and direct their path in 
holiness and righteousness, performing all things without con- 
fusion. Let a man be faithful, let him be able to expound 
a deep saying, let him be wise in the discernment of words, 
let him be strenuous in deeds, let him be pure; for so much 
the more ought he to be lowly in mind, in proportion as he 
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‘seemeth to be the greater; and he ought to seek the common 
advantage of all, and not his own. 

49. Let him that hath love in Christ fulfil the command- 
ments of Christ. Who can declare the bond of the love of 
God? Who is sufficient to tell the majesty of its beauty? 
The height, whereunto love exalteth, is unspeakable. Love 
joineth us unto God; love covereth a multitude of sins; love 
endureth all things, is long-suffering in all things. There is 
nothing coarse, nothing arrogant in love. Love hath no di- 
visions, love maketh no seditions, love doeth all things in con- 
cord. In love were all the elect of God made perfect ; without 
love nothing is well-pleasing to God: in love the Master took 
us unto Himself; for the love which He had toward us, Jesus 
Christ our Lord hath given His blood for us by the will of God, 
and His flesh for our flesh and His life for our lives, 

so. Ye see, dearly beloved, how great and marvellous 
a thing is love, and there is no declaring its perfection. Who is 
sufficient to be found therein, save those to whom God shall 
vouchsafe it? Let us therefore entreat and ask of His mercy, 
that we may be found blameless in love, standing apart from the 
factiousness of men. All the generations from Adam unto this day 
have passed away: but they that by God’s grace were perfected in 
love dwell in the abode of the pious; and they shall be made 
“manifest in the visitation of the Kingdom of God. For it is 
written: Enter into the closet for a very little while, until Mine 
anger and My wrath shall pass away, and I will remember a good 
day and will raise you from your tombs. Blessed were we, dearly 
beloved, if we should be doing the commandments of God in 
concord of love, to the end that our sins may through love be 
forgiven us. For it is written; Blessed are they whose tniquities 
are forgiven, and whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man to 
whom the Lord shall impute no sin, neither is guile m his mouth. 
This declaration of blessedness was pronounced upon them that 
have been elected by God through Jesus Christ our Lord, to 
whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen, 

sr. For all our transgressions which we have committed 
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through any of the wiles of the adversary, let us entreat that we 
may obtain forgiveness. Yea and they also, who set themselves 
up as leaders of faction and division, ought to look to the common 
ground of hope. For such as walk in fear and love desire that 
they themselves should fall into suffering rather than their 
neighbours ; and they pronounce condemnation against them- 
selves rather than against the harmony which hath been handed 
down to us nobly and righteously. For it is good for a man 
to make confession of his trespasses rather than to harden his 
heart, as the heart of those was hardened who made sedition 
against Moses the servant of God; whose condemnation was 
clearly manifest, for they went down to hades alive, and Death 
shall be their shepherd. Pharaoh and his host and all the rulers 
of Egypt, their chariots and their horsemen, were overwhelmed 
in the depths of the Red Sea, and perished for none other reason 
but because their foolish hearts were hardened after that the 
signs and the wonders had been wrought in the land of Egypt 
by the hand of Moses the servant of God. 

52. The Master, brethren, hath need of nothing at all. 
He desireth not anything of any man, save to confess unto 
Him. For the elect David saith; J well confess unto the Lord, 
and it shall please Him more than a young calf that groweth 
horns and hoofs. Let the poor see it, and rejoice. And again 
He saith; Sacrifice to God a sacrifice of praise, and pay thy vows 
to the Most High: and call upon Me in the day of thine afftic- 
tion, and I will deliver thee, and thou shalt glorify Me. For 
a sacrifice unto God is a broken spirit. 

53. For ye know, and know well, the sacred scriptures, 
dearly beloved, and ye have searched into the oracles of God. 
We write these things therefore to put you in remembrance. 
When Moses went up into the mountain and had spent forty 
days and forty nights in fasting and humiliation, God said 
unto him; Moses, Moses, come down quickly hence, for My people 
whom thou leddest forth from the land of Egypt have wrought 
iniquity: they have transgressed quickly out of the way which thou 
didst command unto them: they have made for themselves molten 
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images. And the Lord said unto him; I have spoken unto thee 
once and twice, saying, I have seen this people, and behold it ts 
stiff-necked. Let Me destroy them utterly, and I will blot out 
their name from under heaven, and I will make of thee a nation 
great and wonderful and numerous more than this. And Moses 
said; Way, not so, Lord, Forgive this people their sin, or blot 
me also out of the book of the living. O mighty love! O un- 
surpassable perfection! The servant is bold with his Master ; 
he asketh forgiveness for the multitude, or he demandeth that 
himself also be blotted out with them. 

54. Who therefore is noble among you? Who is com- 
passionate? Who is fulfilled with love? Let him say; If by 
reason of me there be faction and strife and divisions, I retire, 
I depart, whither ye will, and I do that which is ordered by 
the people: only let the flock of Christ be at peace with its duly 
appointed presbyters. He that shall have done this, shall win 
for himself great renown in Christ, and every place will receive 
him: for the earth is the Lord’s and the fulness thereof. Thus 
have they done and will do, that live as citizens of that kingdom 
of God which bringeth no regrets, 

55. But, to bring forward examples of Gentiles also; many 
kings and rulers, when some season of pestilence pressed upon 
them, being taught by oracles have delivered themselves over to 
death, that they might rescue their fellow citizens through their 
own blood. Many have retired from their own cities, that they 
might have no more seditions. We know that many among our- 
selves have delivered themselves to bondage, that they might 
ransom others. Many have sold themselves to slavery, and re- 
ceiving the price paid for themselves have fed others. Many 
women being strengthened through the grace of God have 
performed many manly deeds. The blessed Judith, when the 
city was beleaguered, asked of the elders that she might be 
suffered to go forth into the camp of the aliens. So she 
exposed herself to peril and went forth for love of her country 
and of her people which were beleaguered ; and the Lord de- 
livered Holophernes into the hand of a woman. To no less 
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peril did Esther also, who was perfect in faith, expose herself, that 
she might deliver the twelve tribes of Israel, when they were on 
the point to perish. For through her fasting and her humiliation 
she entreated the all-seeing Master, the God of the ages ; and 
He, seeing the humility of her soul, delivered the people for 
whose sake she encountered the peril. 

56. Therefore let us also make intercession for them that 
are in any transgression, that forbearance and humility may 
be given them, to the end that they may yield not unto us, but 
unto the will of God. For so shall the compassionate remem- 
brance of them with God and the saints be fruitful unto them, 
and perfect. Let us accept chastisement, whereat no man ought 
to be vexed, dearly beloved. The admonition which we give one 
to another is good and exceeding useful ; for it joineth us unto the 
will of God. For thus saith the holy word; The Lord hath 
tndeed chastened me, and hath not delivered me over unto death. 
For whom the Lord loveth He chasteneth, and scourgetl every 
son whom He recetveth. For the righteous, it is said, shall chasten 
me in mercy and shall reprove me, but let not the mercy of sin- 
ners anoint my head. And again He saith; Blessed is the man 
whom the Lord hath reproved, and refuse not thou the admonition 
of the Almighty. For He causeth pain, and He restoreth again: 
He hath smitten, and His hands have healed. Six times shall 
He rescue thee from afflictions: and at the seventh no evil 
shall touch thee. In famine He shall deliver thee Srom death, 
and in war He shall release thee Srom the arm of the sword. 
And from the scourge of the tongue shall He hide thee, and thou 
shalt not be afraid when evils approach, Thou shalt laugh at the 
unrighteous and wicked, and of the wild beasts thou shalt not 
be afraid. For wild beasts shall be at peace with thee. Then 
Shalt thou know that thy house shall be at peace: and the abode 
of thy tabernacle shall not go wrong, and thou shalt know that - 
thy seed is many, and thy children as the plenteous herbage of 
the field. And thou shalt come to the Srave as ripe corn reaped 
in due season, or as the heap of the threshing Jtoor gathered 
together at the right time. Yc see, dearly beloved, how ‘grea, 
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‘protection there is for them that are chastened by the Master: 
for being a kind father He chasteneth us to the end that we 
may obtain mercy through His holy chastisement. 

57. Ye therefore that laid the foundation of the sedition, 
submit yourselves unto the presbyters and receive chastisement 
unto repentance, bending the knees of your heart. Learn to 
submit yourselves, laying aside the arrogant and proud stub- 
bornness of your tongue. For it is better for you to be found 
little in the flock of Christ and to have your name on God’s 
roll, than to be had in exceeding honour and yet be cast 
out from the hope of Him. For thus saith the All-virtuous 
Wisdom ; Behold I will pour out for you a saying of My breath, 
and I will teach you My word. Because I called and ye obeyed 
not, and I held out words and ye heeded not, but made My coun- 
sels of none effect,and were disobedient unto My reproofs ;, therefore 
I also will laugh at your destruction, and will reoice over you 
when ruin cometh upon you, and when confusion overtaketh you 
suddenly, and your overthrow is at hand like a whirlwind, or 
when anguish and beleaguerment come upon you. For it shall 
be, when ye call upon Me, yet will I not hear you. Evil men shall 
seek Me and shall not find Me: for they hated wisdom, and 
chose not the fear of the Lord, neither would they give heed unto 
My counsels, but mocked at My reproofs. Therefore they shall 

“eat the fruits of their own way, and shall be filled with their 
own ungodliness. For because they wronged babes, they shall be 
slain, and inquisition shall destroy the ungodly. But he that 
heareth Me shall dwell safely trusting in hope, and shall be quiet 
from fear of all evil. 

58. Let us therefore be obedient unto His most holy 
and glorious Name, thereby escaping the threatenings which 
were spoken of old by the mouth of Wisdom against them 
which disobey, that we may dwell safely, trusting in the most 
holy Name of His majesty. Receive our counsel, and ye 
shall have no occasion of regret. For as God liveth, and the 
Lord Jesus Christ liveth, and the Holy Spirit, who are the 
faith and the hope of the elect, so surely shall he, who with 
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lowliness of mind and instant in gentleness hath without regret-_ 
fulness performed the ordinances and commandments that 
are given by God, be enrolled and have a name among the 
number of them that are saved through Jesus Christ, through 
whom is the glory unto Him for ever and ever. Amen. 

59. But if certain persons should be disobedient unto the 
words spoken by Him through us, let them understand that 
they will entangle themselves in no. slight transgression and 
danger; but we shall be guiltless of this sin. And we will 
ask, with instancy of prayer and supplication, that the Creator 
of the universe may guard intact unto the end the number 
that hath been numbered of His elect throughout the whole 
world, through His beloved Son Jesus Christ, through whom 
He called us from darkness to light, from ignorance to the full 
knowledge of the glory of His Name. 

Grant unto us, Lord, that we may set our hope on Thy 
Name which is the primal source of all creation, and open the 
eyes of our hearts, that we may know Thee, who alone adidest 
Fiighest in the highest, Holy in the holy; who layest low the inso- 
lence of the proud, who scatterest the imaginings of nations; who 
settest the lowly on high, and bringest the lofty low; who 
makest rich and makest poor; who killest and makest alive; who 
alone art the Benefactor of spirits and the God of all flesh; 
who lookest into the abysses, who scannest the works of man; the 
Succour of them that are in peril, the Saviour of them that are 
an despair; the Creator and Overseer of every spirit; who mul- 
tipliest the nations upon earth, and hast chosen out from all 
men those that love Thee through Jesus Christ, Thy beloved 
Son, through whom Thou didst instruct us, didst sanctify 
us, didst honour us. We beseech Thee, Lord and Master, to 
be our help and succour. Save those among us who are in 
tribulation; have mercy on the lowly ; lift up the fallen ; 
show Thyself unto the needy; heal the ungodly; convert -the 
wanderers of Thy people; feed the hungry; release our 
prisoners ; raise up the weak ; comfort the faint-hearted. Let 
all the Gentiles know that Thou art God alone, and Jesus 
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Christ is Thy Son, and we are Thy people and the sheep of Thy 
pasture. 

60. Thou through Thine operations didst make manifest 
the everlasting fabric of the world. Thou, Lord, didst create 
the earth. Thou that art faithful throughout all generations, 
righteous in Thy judgments, marvellous in strength and ex- 
cellence, Thou that art wise in creating and prudent in esta- 
blishing that which Thou hast made, that art good in the 
things which are seen and faithful with them that trust on 
Thee, pitiful and compassionate, forgive us our iniquities and 
our unrighteousnesses and our transgressions and shortcomings. 
Lay not to our account every sin of Thy servants and Thine 
handmaids, but cleanse us with the cleansing of Thy truth, 
and guide our steps to walk in holiness and righteousness 
and singleness of heart and to do such things as are good 
and well-pleasing in Thy sight and in the sight of our rulers. 
Yea, Lord, make Thy face to shine upon us in peace for our 
good, that we may be sheltered by Thy mighty hand and 
delivered from every sin by Thine uplifted arm. And deliver 
us from them that hate us wrongfully. Give concord and 
peace to us and to all that dwell on the earth, as Thou gavest 
to our fathers, when they called on Thee in faith and truth 
_ with holiness, that we may be saved, while we render obedi- 
ence to Thine almighty and most excellent Name, and to our 
rulers and governors upon the earth. 

61. Thou, Lord and Master, hast given them the power 
of sovereignty through Thine excellent and unspeakable might, 
that we knowing the glory and honour which Thou hast 
given them may submit ourselves unto them, in nothing re- 
sisting Thy will. Grant unto them therefore, O Lord, health, 
peace, concord, stability, that they may administer the go- 
vernment which Thou hast given them without failure. For 
Thou, O heavenly Master, King of the ages, givest to the 
sons of men glory and honour and power over all things that 
are upon the earth. Do Thou, Lord, direct their counsel ac- 
cording to that which is good and well-pleasing in Thy sight, 
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that, administering in peace and gentleness with godliness the 
power which Thou hast given them, they may obtain Thy 
favour. O Thou, who alone art able to do these things and 
things far more exceeding good than these for us, we praise 
Thee through the High-priest and Guardian of our souls, Jesus 
Christ, through whom be the glory and the majesty unto 
Thee both now and for all generations and for ever and ever. 
Amen, 

62. As touching those things which befit our religion and 
are most useful for a virtuous life to such as would guide 
their steps in holiness and righteousness, we have written fully 
unto you, brethren. For concerning faith and repentance and 
genuine love and temperance and sobriety and patience we 
have handled every argument, putting you in remembrance, 
that ye ought to please Almighty God in righteousness and 
truth and long-suffering with holiness, laying aside malice and 
pursuing concord in love and peace, being instant in gentle- 
ness; even as our fathers, of whom we spake before, pleased 
Him, being lowly-minded towards their Father and God and 
Creator and towards all men. And we have put you in mind of 
these things the more gladly, since we knew well that we were 
writing to men who are faithful and highly accounted and 
have diligently searched into the oracles of the teaching of God. 

63. Therefore it is right for us to give heed to so great and 
sO many examples and to submit the neck and occupying the 
place of obedience to take our side with them that are the 
leaders of our souls, that ceasing from this foolish dissension 
we may attain unto the goal which lieth before us in truthfulness, 
keeping aloof from every fault. For ye will give us great joy 
and gladness, if ye render obedience unto the things written by 
us through the Holy Spirit, and root out the unrighteous anger 
of your jealousy, according to the entreaty which we have made 
for peace and concord in this letter, And we have also sent 
faithful and prudent men that have walked among us from 
youth unto old age unblameably, who shall also be witnesses 
between you and us.‘ And this we have done that ye might 
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know that we have had, and still have, every solicitude that 
ye should be speedily at peace. 

64. Finally may the All-seeing God and Master of spirits 
and Lord of all flesh, who chose the Lord Jesus Christ, and us 
through Him for a peculiar people, grant unto every soul that is 
called after His excellent and holy Name faith, fear, peace, 
patience, long-suffering, temperance, chastity and soberness, that 
they may be well-pleasing unto His Name through our High- 
priest and Guardian Jesus Christ, through whom unto Him be 
glory and majesty, might and honour, both now and for ever 
and ever. Amen. 

65. Now send ye back speedily unto us our messengers 
Claudius Ephebus and Valerius Bito, together with Fortunatus 
also, in peace and with joy, to the end that they may the 
more quickly report the peace and concord which is prayed 
for and earnestly desired by us, that we also may the more 
speedily rejoice over your good order. 

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you and with all 
men in all places who have been called by God and through 
Him, through whom is glory and honour, power and greatness 
and eternal dominion, unto Him, from the ages past and for 
ever and ever. Amen. 
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RETHREN, we ought so to think of Jesus Christ, as 

of God, as of the Judge of quick and dead. And 
we ought not to think mean things of our Salvation: for 
when we think mean things of Him, we expect also to receive 
mean things. And they that listen as concerning mean things 
do wrong; and we ourselves do wrong, not knowing whence 
and, by whom and unto what place we were called, and 
how many things Jesus Christ endured to suffer for our 
sakes. What recompense then shall we give unto Him? 
or what fruit worthy of His own gift to us? And how 
many mercies do we owe to Him! For He bestowed the 
light upon us; He spake to us, as a father to his sons; He 
saved us, when we were perishing. What praise then shall we 
give to Him? or what payment of recompense for those things 
which we received? we who were maimed in our understanding, 
and worshipped stocks and stones, gold and silver and bronze, 
the works of men; and our whole life was nothing else but — 
death. While then we were thus wrapped in darkness* and 
oppressed with this thick mist in our vision, we recovered our 
sight, putting off by His will the cloud wherein we were wrapped. 
For He had mercy on us, and in His compassion saved us, 
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having beheld in us much error and perdition, even when we 
had no hope of salvation, save that which came from Him. 
For He called us, when we were not, and from not being He 
willed us to be. 

2. Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not. Break out and 
cry, thou that travailest not; for more are the children of the 
desolate than of her that hath the husband. In that He said 
Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not, He spake of us: for our 
Church was barren, before that children were given unto her. . 
And in that He said, Cry aloud, thou that travailest not, He 
meaneth this; Let us not, like women in travail, grow weary of 
offering up our prayers with simplicity to God. Again, in that 
He said, For the children of the desolate are more than of her 
that hath the husband, He so spake, because our people seemed 
desolate and forsaken of God, whereas now, having believed, 
we have become more than those who seemed to have God. 
Again another scripture saith, J came not to call the righteous, 
but sinners. He meaneth this; that it is right to save them that 
are perishing. ‘For this indeed is a great and marvellous work, 
to establish, not those things which stand, but those which are 
falling. So also Christ willed to save the things which were 
perishing. And He saved many, coming and calling us when 
_we were even now perishing. 

3. Seeing then that He bestowed so great mercy on us; 
first of all, that we, who are living, do not sacrifice to these dead 
gods, neither worship them, but through Him have known the 
Father of truth. What’else is this knowledge to Himward, 
but not to deny Him through whom we have known Him? 
Yea, He Himself saith, Whoso confesseth Me, Him will I 
confess before the Father. This then is our reward, if verily 
we shall confess Him through whom we weresaved. But wherein 
do we confess Him? When we do that which He saith and are 
not disobedient unto His commandments, and not only honour 
Him with our lips, but with our whole heart and with our whole 
mind. Now He saith also in Isaiah, This people honourcth Me 
with their lips, but their heart is far from Me. 

CLEM. 25 
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4. Let us therefore not only call Him Lord, for this will not 
save us: for He saith, Not every one that saith unto Me, Lord, 
Lord, shall be saved, but he that doeth righteousness. So then, 
brethren, let us confess Him in our works, by loving one another, 
by not committing adultery nor speaking evil one against ano- 
ther nor envying, but being temperate, merciful, kindly. And 
we ought to have fellow-feeling one with another and not to 
be covetous. By these works let us confess Him, and not by 
the contrary, And we ought not rather to fear men but God. 
For this cause, if ye do these things, the Lord said, Though ye be 
gathered together with Me in My bosom, and do not My com- 
mandments, I will cast you away and will say unto you, Depart 
Srom Me, I know you not whence ye are, ye workers of iniquity. 

5. Wherefore, brethren, let us forsake our sojourn in this 
world and do the will of Him that called us, and let us not be 
afraid to depart out of this world. For the Lord saith, Ye shall 
be as lambs in the midst of wolves. But Peter answered and 
said unto Him, What then, if the wolves should tear the lambs? 
Jesus said unto Peter, Let not the lambs fear the wolves after 
they are dead ; and ye also, fear ye not them that kill you and 
are not able to do anything to you; but fear him that after ye 
are dead hath power over soul and body, to cast them into the 
gchenna of fire. And ye know, brethren, that the sojourn of 
this flesh in this world is mean and for a short time, but the 
promise of Christ is great and marvellous, even the rest of the 
kingdom that shall be and of life eternal. What then can we 
do to obtain them, but walk in holiness and righteousness, and 
consider these worldly things as alien to us, and not desire them? 
For when we desire to obtain these things we fall away from 
the righteous path, 

6. But the Lord saith, Wo servant can serve two masters. 
If we desire to serve both God and mammon, it is unprofitable . 
for us: For what advantage 1s it, if a man gain the whole world 
and forfeit his soul? Now this age and the future are two ene- 
mies. The one speaketh of adultery and defilement and avarice 
and deceit, but the other biddeth farewell to these. We cannot 
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therefore be friends of the two, but must bid farewell to the one 
and hold companionship with the other. Let us consider that it 
is better to hate the things which are here, because they are mean 
and for a short time and: perishable, and to love the things 
which are there, for they are good and imperishable. For, if we 
do the will of Christ, we shall find rest ; but if otherwise, then 
nothing shall deliver us from eternal punishment, if we should 
disobey His commandments. And the scripture also saith in 
Ezekiel, Though Noah and ¥ob and Daniel should rise up, they 
shall not deliver their children in the captivity. But if even such 
righteous men as these cannot by their righteous deeds deliver 
their children, with what confidence shall we, if we keep not 
our baptism pure and undefiled, enter into the kingdom of God? 
Or who shall be our advocate, unless we be found having holy 
and righteous works? 

7. So then, my brethren, let us contend, knowing that the 
contest is nigh at hand, and that, while many resort to the cor- 
ruptible contests, yet not all are crowned, but only they that 
have toiled hard and contended bravely. Let us then contend 
that we all may be crowned. Wherefore let us run in the 
straight course, the incorruptible contest. And let us resort 
to it in throngs and contend, that we may also be crowned. 
And if we cannot all be crowned, let us at least come near to 
the crown. We ought to know that he which contendeth in 
the corruptible contest, if he be found dealing corruptly with it, 
is first flogged, and then removed and driven out of the race- 
course. What think ye? What shall be done to him that 
hath dealt corruptly with the contest of incorruption? Yor as 
concerning them that have not kept the seal, He saith, Z/eir 
worn shall not die, and their fire shall not be quenched, and they 
shall be for a spectacle unto all flesh. 

8. While we are on earth then, let us repent : for we are clay 
under the craftsman’s hand. For in like manner as the potter, 
if he be making a vessel, and it get twisted or crushed in his 
hands, reshapeth it again ; but if he have once put it into the fiery 


oven, he shall no longer mend it: so also let us, while we are in 
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this world, repent with our whole heart of the evil things which 
we have done in the flesh, that we may be saved by the Lord, 
while we have yet time for repentance. For after that we 
have departed out of the world, we can no more make 
confession there, or repent any more. Wherefore, brethren, 
if we shall have done the will of the Father and kept the 
flesh pure and guarded the commandments of the Lord, we 
shall receive life eternal. For the Lord saith in the Gospel, Jf 
ye kept not that which is little, who shall give unto you that 
which is great? For I say unto you that he which is faithful 
in the least, is faithful also in much. So then He meaneth 
this, Keep the flesh pure and the seal unstained, to the end that 
we may receive life. 

9. And let not any one of you say that this flesh is not 
judged neither riseth again. Understand ye. In what were 
ye saved? In what did ye recover your sight ? if ye were not 
in this flesh. We ought therefore to guard the flesh as a temple 
of God: for in like manner as ye were called in the flesh, ye 
shall come also in the flesh. If Christ the Lord who saved us, 
being first spirit, then became flesh, and so called us, in like 
manner also shall.we in this flesh receive our reward. Let us 
therefore love one another, that we all may come unto the 
kingdom of God, While we have time to be healed, let us 
place ourselves in the hands of God the physician, giving Him 
a recompense. What recompense? Repentance from a sincere 
heart. For He discerneth all things beforehand and knoweth 
what is in our heart, Let us therefore give unto Him eternal 
praise, not from our lips only, but also from our heart, that 
He may receive us as sons. For the Lord also said, These 
are'My brethren, which do the will of My Father. 

10. Wherefore, my brethren, let as do the will of the 
Father which called us, that we may live; and let us the | 
rather pursue virtue, but forsake vice as the forerunner of our 
sins, and let us flee from ungodliness, lest evils overtake us, 
For if we be diligent in doing good, peace will pursue us. 
For for this cause fs a man unable to attain happiness, seeing 


BY AN UNKNOWN AUTHOR. _ 385 


that they call in the fears of men, preferring rather the enjoy- 
ment which is here than the promise which is to come. For 
they know not how great torment the enjoyment which is here 
bringeth, and what delight the promise which is to come 
bringeth. And if verily they were doing these things by 
themselves alone, it had been tolerable: but now they continue 
teaching evil to innocent souls, not knowing that they shall 
have their condemnation doubled, both themselves and their 
hearers. 

11. Let us therefore serve God in a pure heart, and we 
shall be righteous; but if we serve Him not, because we be- 
lieve not the promise of God, we shall be wretched. For the 
word of prophecy also saith: Wretched are the double-minded, 
that doubt in their heart and say, These things we heard of old 
in the days of our fathers also, yet we have waited day after day 
and have seen none of them. Ye fools! compare yourselves unto a 
tree; take a vine. First it sheddeth its leaves, then a shoot cometh, 
after this a sour berry, then a full ripe grape. So likewise 
My people had tumults and afflictions: but afterwara they 
shall receive good things. Wherefore, my brethren, let us not 
be double-minded but endure patiently in hope, that we may 
also obtain our reward. For faithful is He that promised to 

_ pay to each man the recompense of his works. If therefore 
we shall have wrought righteousness in the sight of God, we 
shall enter into His kingdom and shall receive the promises 
which car hath not heard nor eye seen, neither hath it entered into 
the heart of man. 

12. Let us therefore await the kingdom of God betimes 
in love and righteousness, since we know not the day of God’s 
appearing. For the Lord Himself, being asked by a certain 
person when His kingdom would come; said, When the two 
shall be one, and the outside as the inside, and the male with the 
female, neither male nor female. Now the two are one, when we 
speak truth among ourselves, and. in two bodies there shall 
be one soul without dissimulation. And by the outside as the 
inside He meaneth this: by the inside He meaneth the soul 
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and by the outside the body. Therefore in like manner as 
thy body appeareth, so also let thy soul be manifest in its good 
works, And by the male with the female, neither male nor female, 
He meaneth this; that a brother seeing a sister should have 
no thought of her as of a female, and that a sister seeing a 
brother should not have any thought of him as of a male. These 
things if ye do, saith He, the kingdom of my Father shall come, 

13. Therefore, brethren, let us repent forthwith. Let us 
be sober unto that which is good: for we are full of 
much folly and wickedness. Let us wipe away from us our 
former sins, and let us repent with our whole soul and be 
saved. And let us not be found men-pleasers, Neither let us 
desire to please one another only, but also those men that are 
without, by our righteousness, that the Name be not blasphemed 
by reason of us. For the Lord saith, Every way My Name is 
blasphemed among all the Gentiles; and again, Woe unto him by 
reason of whom My Name is blasphemed. Wherein is it blasphem- 
ed? In that ye do not the things which I desire. For the Gen- 
tiles, when they hear from our mouth the oracles of God, marvel 
at them for their beauty and greatness; then, when they discover 
that our works are not worthy of the words which we speak, forth- 
with they betake themselves to blasphemy, saying that it is an 
idle story and a delusion, For when they hear from us that God 
saith, /¢ zs no thank unto you, if ye love them that love you, but 
this ts thank unto you, if ye love your enemies and them that hate 
you ; when they hear these things, I say, they marvel at their 
exceeding goodness; but when they see that we not only do 
not love them that hate us, but not even them that love us, 
they laugh us to scorn, and the Name is blasphemed, 

14. Wherefore, brethren, if we do the will of God our Father, 
we shall be of the first Church, which is spiritual, which was 
created before the sun and moon; but if we do not the will 
of the Lord, we shall be of the scripture that saith, My house 
was made a den of robbers. So therefore let us choose rather 
to be of the Church, of life, that we may be saved. And Ido 
not suppose ye are ignorant that the living Church is the 
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body of Christ: for the scripture saith, God made man, male 
and female, The male is Christ and the female is the Church. 
And the Books and the Apostles plainly declare that the 
Church existeth not now for the first time, but hath been from 
the beginning: for she was spiritual, as our Jesus also was 
spiritual, but was manifested in the last days that He might 
save us. Now the Church, being spiritual, was manifested in 
the flesh of Christ, thereby showing us that, if any of us guard 
her in the flesh and defile her not, he shall receive her again 
in the Holy Spirit: for this flesh is the counterpart and copy 
of the spirit. No man therefore, when he hath defiled the copy, 
shall receive the original for his portion. This therefore is what 
He meaneth, brethren; Guard ye the flesh, that ye may partake 
of the spirit. But if we say that the flesh is the Church and 
the spirit is Christ, then he that hath dealt wantonly with 
the flesh hath dealt wantonly with the Church. Such an one 
therefore shall not partake of the spirit, which is Christ. So 
excellent is the life and immortality which this flesh can receive 
as its portion, if the Holy Spirit be joined to it. No man 
can declare or tell those things which the Lord hath prepared 
for His elect. 

15. Now I do not think that I have given any mean counsel 
respecting continence, and whosoever performeth it shall not 
repent thereof, but shall save both himself and me his counsellor. 
For it is no mean reward to convert a wandering and perishing 
soul, that it may be saved. For this is the recompense which 
we are able to pay to God who created us, if he that speaketh 
and heareth both speak and hear with faith and love. Let us 
therefore abide in the things which we believed, in righteousness 
and holiness, that we may with boldness ask of God who saith, 
Whiles thou art still speaking I will say, Behold, I am here. 
For this word is the token of a great promise: for the Lord 
saith of Himself that He is more ready to give than he that 
asketh to ask. Seeing then that we are partakers of so great 
kindness, let us not grudge ourselves the obtaining of so many 
good things. For in proportion as the pleasure is great which 
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these words bring to them that have performed them, so also is 
the condemnation great which they bring to them that have been 
disobedient, 

16. Therefore, brethren, since we have found no small op- 
portunity for repentance, seeing that we have time, let us turn 
again unto God that called us, while we have still One that re- 
ceiveth us. For if we bid farewell to these enjoyments and 
conquer our soul in refusing to fulfil its evil lusts, we shall be 
partakers of the mercy of Jesus. But ye know that the day of 
judgment cometh even now as a burning oven, and the powers 
of the heavens shall melt, and all the earth as lead melting on 
the fire, and then shall appear the secret and open works of men. 
Almsgiving therefore is a good thing, even as repentance from 
sin. Fasting is better than prayer, but.almsgiving than both. 
And love covereth a multitude of sins, but prayer out of a good 
conscience delivereth from death. Blessed is every man that is 
found full of these. For almsgiving lifteth off the burden of sin. 

17. Let us therefore repent with our whole heart, lest any 
of us perish by the way. For if we have received commands, 
that we should make this also our business, to tear men away 
from idols and to instruct them, how much more is it wrong that 
a soul which knowetli God already should perish! Therefore 
let us assist one another, that we may also lead the weak 
upward as touching that which is good, to the end that we all 
may be saved: and let us convert and admonish one another. 
And let us not think to give heed and believe now only, while 
we are admonished by the presbyters; but likewise when we 
have departed home, let us remember the commandments of the 
Lord, and not suffer ourselves to be dragged off the other way 
by our worldly lusts ; but coming hither more frequently, let us 
strive to go forward in the commands of the Lord, that we all 
having the same mind may be gathered together unto life. For 
the Lord said, J come to gather together all the nations, tribes, and 
languages. Herein He speaketh of the day of His appearing, 
when He shall come and redeem us, each man according to his 
works. And the unbelievers shall see His glory and His might : 
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and they shall be amazed when they see the kingdom of the 
world given to Jesus, saying, Woe unto us, for Thou wast, and 
we knew it not, and believed net; and we obeyed not the pres- . 
byters when they told us of our salvation... And Their worm 
shall not die, and their fire shall not be quenched, and they shall be 
Sor a spectacle unto all flesh. We speaketh of that day of judg- 
ment, when men shall see those among us that lived ungodly 
lives and dealt falsely with the commandments of Jesus Christ. 
But the righteous, having done good and endured torments and 
hated the pleasures of the soul, when they shall behold them that 
have done amiss and denied Jesus by their words or by their 
deeds, how that they are punished with grievous torments in 
unquenchable fire, shall give glory to God, saying, There will be 
hope for him that hath served God with his whole heart. 

18. Therefore let us also be found among those that give 
thanks, among those that have served God, and not among the 
ungodly that are judged. For I myself too, being an utter sinner 
and not yet escaped from temptation, but being still amidst the 
engines of the devil, do my diligence to follow after righteous- 
ness, that I may prevail so far at least as to come near unto it, 
while I fear the judgment to come. 

19. Therefore, brothers. and sisters, after the God: of truth 
hath been heard, I read to you an exhortation to the end that ye 
‘may give heed to the things which are written, so that ye may 
save both yourselves and him that readeth in the midst of you. 
For I ask of you asa reward that ye repent with your whole 
heart, and give salvation and life to yourselves. For doing this 
we shall set a goal for all the young who desire to toil in 
the study of piety and of the goodness of God. And let us not 
be displeased and vexed, fools that we are, whensoever any one 
admonisheth us and turneth us aside fron: unrighteousness unto 
righteousness. For sometimes while we do evil things, we perceive 
it not by reason of the double-mindedness and unbelief which is 
in our breasts, and we are darkened in our understanding by our 
vain lusts. Let us therefore practise righteousness that we may 
be saved unto the end. Blessed are they that obey these ordi- 
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nances. Though they may endure affliction for a short time in 
the world, they will gather the immortal fruit of the resur- 
rection. Therefore let not the godly be grieved, if he be 
miserable in the times that now are: a blessed time awaiteth 
him. He shall live again in heaven with the fathers, and shall 
have rejoicing throughout a sorrowless eternity. 

20. Neither suffer ye this again to trouble your mind, that 
we see the unrighteous possessing wealth, and the servants of 
God straitened. Let us then have faith, brothers and sisters. 
We are contending in the lists of a living God; and we are 
trained by the present life, that we may be crowned with the 
future. No righteous man hath reaped fruit quickly, but waiteth 
for it. For if God had paid the recompense of the righteous 
speedily, then straightway we should have been training ourselves 
in merchandise, and not in godliness; for we should seem to be 
righteous, though we were pursuing not that which is godly, but 
that which is gainful. And for this cause Divine judgment 
overtaketh a spirit that is not just, and loadeth it with chains. 

To the only God invisible, the Father of truth, who sent 
forth unto us the Saviour and Prince of immortality, through 
whom also He made manifest unto us the truth and the heavenly 
life, to Him be the glory for ever and ever. Amen, 
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ADDENDA. 


A Pee following editions succeeded in the interval between the 
appearance of my own in 1869 and the publication of the 
discovery of Bryennios at the end of 1875. 


1. Clementis Romani ad Corinthios Epistula. Insunt ed altera 
quam ferunt Clementis Epistula et Fragmenta, ¥d, J. C. M. LAURENT, 
8vo. Lipsize 1870. 


The editor had already distinguished himself in this field by one 
or two admirable conjectures, § 38 éorw, § 45 eyypadou. This edition 
is furnished with prolegomena and notes, but the text is perhaps the 
most important part. The editor has made use of Tischendorf’s 
earlier text and of the photograph (see above, p. 24); but he was 
not acquainted with my edition which had then but recently ap- 
peared. 


>. Clementis Romani Epistule. Ad ipsius Codicis Alexandrini 
fidem ac modum repetitis curis, edidit CONST. DE TISCHENDORF, 4to. 
Lipsie 1873. 

In his Prolegomena and Commentarius the editor discusses the 
points of difference between himself and me with regard to the 
reading of the Alexandrian Ms. At his request our common friend 
Dr W. Wright, the distinguished Oriental Scholar, consulted the Ms 
in the more important and dowbtful passages; and in some points 
decided in favour of Tischendorf, while in others he confirmed my 
reading (see p. viii sq.). Over and above these passages there still, 
remained a few differences. In some of these cases I was undoubtedly 
wrong; in others the newly discovered ms has proved me to be 
unquestionably right. These points will be mentioned in the following 
Addenda. I congratulate myself in having criticisms on my work 
from a writer so eminently competent in this department as Tischendorf; 
and probably the Alexandrian Ms ‘has now by successive labours been 
almost as fully and correctly deciphered, as it ever will be. It is a 
happy incident that this result was mainly achieved before the dis- 
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covery of the second Greek ms and the Syriac Version, which have 
furnished new data for the construction of the text. While preparing 
for this present volume, I have again consulted the Alexandrian Ms, 
where doubtful points still remained, and the result of this inspection 
will be given in the following pages. 


3. Larnabe Epistula Grace et Latine, Clementis Romani Epistule. 
Recensuerunt atqgue tlustraverunt, dc. OscAR DE GEBHARDT £stonus, 
AbDoLFus Harnack JLivonus. Lipsie 1875. This forms the first 
fasciculus of the new Patrum Apostolicorum Opera, which is called 
Lditio post Dresselianam alteram tertia, but is in fact a new work from 
beginning to end. 

The joint editors of this valuable edition have divided their work 
so that the text and apparatus criticus with those portions of the 
prolegomena which refer to this department are assigned to Gebhardt, 
while Harnack takes the exegetical notes and the parts of the pro- 
legomena which refer to date, authorship, reception, etc. The text 
is constructed with sobriety and judgment; and in other respects 
the work is a useful and important contribution to early patristic 
literature. 


Besides these editions, the following reviews (among others which 
appeared) of my own volume may be mentioned. 

Gottingen Gelehrte Anzeigen, March 23, 1870. H. E. [Ewan]. 

Academy, July 9, 1870, R. A. Lipstus. 

Leitschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1870, p. 394 sq. (contain- 

ing a review of Laurent’s edition also). A. HILGENFELD. 

A full catalogue of the literature of the subject which appeared 

during this interval is given by Hatnack in his second edition. 


The discovery of Brvennros, and. his edition founded upon it, 
have been already described (p. 224 sq). This was the beginning of 
a new epoch in the criticism of the Epistles of the Clement. 

It will be remembered that the learned editor had not seen any 
of the editions published in Western Europe, later than Hilgenfeld’s 
(1866). He was therefore unacquainted with thé most recent and accu- 
rate collations of the Alexandrian ms, and not unfrequently misstates 
its readings accordingly; but he seems to have given the readings 
of the new ms with accuracy. His edition is furnished with elaborate 
and learned prolegomena and with a continuous commentary. In 
the newly recovered portion of the genuine epistle’ more especially 
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he has collected the Biblical references, which are very numerous 
here, with great care; and in this respect his diligence has left only 
gleanings for subsequent editors. Altogether the execution of this 
work is highly creditable to the editor, allowance being made for 
the difficulties which attend an editio princeps. 

This work has been followed by two other editions, the one by 
HILGENFELD, the other by GeBHaRDT AND HaRNACK, which appeared 
almost simultaneously in the autumn of last year (1876). These 
editors have largely altered their respective first editions, making such 
changes as the new discovery suggested. They may thus be regarded 
as (to no inconsiderable extent) new works. 

Besides these editions, the discovery and publication of Bryennios 
has occasioned a flood of periodical literature. Among the reviews 
and articles which have appeared sincé the edition of Bryennios, the 
following may be mentioned. 


Theologische Literaturzeitung, February 19, 1876. A, HARNACK 
(A review of Bryennios). 

Fahrbiicher f. Deutsche Theologie, 1. p. 161 sq. 1876. WaGENMANN 
(A review of Bryennios). 

Academy, May 6 and 13, 1876. C. W. Russet. (Zhe Mew MS of 
Clement of Rome). 

Church Quarterly Review, April 1876 (p. 255 sq.), October 1876 
(p. 239 sq.). ANonyMous (Notices of the edition of Bryennios). 

Academy, July 29, 1876. J. B. Licurroot (A review of Gebhardt 
and Harnack, ed. 1). 

Leitschrift f. Kirchengeschichte, 1876, p. 264 sq., p. 329 sq. A. Har- 
Nnack (Ueber den sogenannten Zweiten Briof des Clemens an die 
Korinther, two papers). 

Leitscthrift f. Kirchengeschichte, 1876, p..305 sq. O VON GEBHARDT 
(Zur Texthritik der Neuen Clemensstiicke). 

Studien u. Kritiken, 1876, iv. p. 707 sq., JACOBI (Die beiden Briefe 
des Clemens v. Rom). 

Theologische Literaturzeitung, June 24, 1876. F. OVvERBECK (A 

‘review of Gebhardt and Harnack, ed. 1). 

Gittingen Gelehrte Anzeigen, November 8, 1876, p. 1409 sq. TH. 
Zaun (A review of Gebhardt and Harnack, ed. 2). 

Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 252 sq. BRULL (Ursprung tw. 
Verfasser des Briefes Clemens von Rom an die Korinther). 

Theologisthe Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 286 sq. Funk (Zin Patrist?- 
cher Tuna). 


396 ADDENDA. 


Zeitschrift f. Protestantismus u. Kirche, 1876, p. 194 sq. TH. ZAHN 
(Das dilteste Kirchengebet u. die élteste Christliche Predigt). 

Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 434 sq. Bruit (Ursprung 
des Episkopats nach dem Briefe des Clemens, etc.). 

Theologische Quartalschrift, 1876, p. 717 sq. Funx (A review of 
recent editions). 

Zeitschrift f. Wissenschafttiche Theologie, 1877, p. 138 sq. A. HIL- 
GENFELD (A notice of recent editions). 

Theological Review, January 1877, p. 35 sq. J. DonaLpson (Zhe 
new MS of Clement of Rome). 

SFenaer Literaturzeitung, January 13, 1877. R. A. Lipsrus (A 
review of recent editions). 


The First Epistle. 


p-9 1.9. The parallels in Polycarp’s epistle are carefully col- 
lected by Harnack, Prol. p. xxiv sq. (ed. 2). 

p- 111.1. On the objection which Harnack has made to this 
statement that the epistle is quoted by Leontius and John see below, 
Addenda on p. 109 note. 

p- 11115. The question of the ecclesiastical use and canonical 
authority of this epistle is discussed again in the light of the newly 
discovered Syriac Version, p. 272 sq. 

p. 121.36. On this catalogue in the Apostolical Canons see 

again p. 274 sq. 
_ p.171. 23. The wrong Timotheus of Alexandria is named here 
and elsewhere (pp. 21, 175, 185). The person who wrote against the 
Council of Chalcedon and whose work contains these extracts was 
Timotheus lurus, who became bishop of Alexandria a.p. 457 
(Cave Script. Eccl. 1. p. 444 sq.); see Wright’s Catalogue of Syriac 
Manuscripts in the British Museum no. DCCXXIX. pp. 639 sq. 644. 
The Syriac Ms itself which contains these extracts (ddd. 12, 156) was 
written before A.D. 562. 

p- 19 note 1. For all that relates to this forgery see Decretales 
Pseudo-Lsidoriane, ed. Hinschius, Lips. 1863. The Clementine Epistles 
will be found on p. 30sq. For the treatment of the First and Second 
Epistles in this forged collection see Pref. p. Ixxxi, 

p19 sar an his review of my edition (Academy, July 9, 1870) 
R. A. Lipsius writes on this passage : 
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“The conjecture...that the Zzber Pontificalis, which mentions (in the 
Vita Clementis) two epistles written by Clement, meant the two epistles to 
James, and not those to the Corinthians, will scarcely bear examination. 
The earliest text, written 530 A.D., reads only ‘et fecit duas epistolas’ ; 
the words ‘que catholic nominantur’, like the mention of the 
(earlier) ‘Epistola ad Iacobum’, do not occur earlier than the 
recension of 687. ‘The statement, ‘hic scripsit duas epistolas Iacobo 
Hierosolymorum episcopo que catholicee nominantur’, is not found 
in any document older than Vite Romanorum Pontificum ascribed to 
Liutprand. The statement in the original edition of the Liber Ponti- 
Jicalts was probably borrowed from a more ancient source, which I have 
succeeded in discovering in the Catalogus Leoninus of the year 440. At 
that time it would seem that the second epistle to James was not yet 
extant. The only question for us is therefore whether those two 
epistles of Clement spoken of are the two to the Corinthians, or the 
first to the Corinthians and the earlier epistle to James.’ 

The reference in this criticism of Lipsius is to his valuable book, 
Chronologie der rémischen Bischofe, Kiel 1869. 

He has repeated this objection again recently (Senaer Literaturs. 
Fan. 13; 187'75-p. 19). 

In answer to it, I prefer quoting a review of Lipsius written without 
any reference to the question at issue between us by one who has 
paid much more attention to these catalogues of Roman bishops 
than I can pretend to have done. Dr Hort writes in the Academy 
(Sept. 15, 1871): 

‘By a brilliant combination Lipsius succeeds in reaching an earlier 
date [than the Felician list a.p. 530]. He supposes a lost catalogue 
written under Leo, say about 440...So far well. When Lipsius goes 
on to maintain that his Leonine catalogue contained biographies... 
he passes into conjecture beyond the reach of verification,’ with more to 
the same effect. 

Thus, though Lipsius has shown reasons for postulating a Leonine 
list giving names and dates, he has no ground for assuming that it 
would contain such notices as ‘et fecit duas epistolas’. Even if such 
a notice had existed in the Leonine Catalogue, it would still be just 
possible that the two Epistles to James might be meant. But we 
should hardly expect the second of these epistles to have been written, 
or at least generally received, at so early a date (see p. 19); and in 
this case the notice would probably be a parrot-like repetition of the 
statement in Jerome (Vir. 7/7. 15) by a Latin writer who himself had 
no acquaintance with the epistles in question. When however we 


CLEM. 26 


398 ADDENDA. 


descend as low as the date of the Felician list a.D. 530, all proba- 
bility leads to the belief that the compiler of this list, even if he copied 
an earlier statement (of which there is no evidence), would himself 
understand by ‘duas epistolas’ the two Epistles to James; and this 
identification becomes more precise with the addition ‘ que canonicz 
(or catholicee) nominantur’, whichever reading be adopted. 

p- 221.1. The newly recovered ending of the Second Epistle does 
not contain the passage; and, as there is no reason for supposing with 
Hilgenfeld (p. 77, ed. 2) that a great lacuna still exists in this epistle, 
the account of this quotation which I have suggested must be aban- 
doned : see these Addenda below on pp. 210, 211. 


In the following account of the readings in our new documents 
it may be assumed that the conjectural modes of filling up the lacunze 
in the Alexandrian Ms (A), and the readings generally which are 
adopted in my text, have been confirmed by the Constantinopolitan 
ms (C) and by the Syriac Version (S), unless it is otherwise stated. 

I have not thought it necessary to mention variations of punctu- 
ation or of accent in C, except in cases where they have some real 
interest or importance. Nor again have I recorded the omission of 
the so-called v éfeAxvorixdv before consonants (see above, p. 226). 
Its omission seems to be habitual in C, as its insertion is habitual 
in A. 

The extent to which it has appeared advisable to record the 
renderings of S has been indicated above, p. 240. No variation is 
omitted (except by inadvertence), where any reasonable probability 
existed that the translation might represent a different reading in the 
original. 

Tpoc KopinGioyc 4] For the titles of the epistle in CS see pp. 225, 
233. 

p- 311. 1 wapouxotca] A good illustration of this sense of wapocxety 
is Orig. c. Cels. iii. 29 at S& tod Xpiotod éxxhyoiat, ovvekeralspevar rats 
Gv mapotkodor Sypwv exxrAyolas, os pworipés elow ev Kdopw, tb. 30 
e€xkyoias Tod @eod rapouovoas exxyolas tov Kal? éxdotyvy wo\W 
Sypov. 

P- 32 lL 2 wavroxpdropos| tot maytoxpdtopos C. Clement’s form of 
salutation is copied in Afost. Const. i. 1. 


Aig 
¥ 
Pp. 32 1. 4 éradAdydovs] Comp. Philo zz Flacc. 14 (U. p. 534 M) ras 


i 
i 
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ovvexeis Kal éraddyAovs Kakwoets. ib. yevonevas] C; but S has a 
present tense and seems to have read ywopeévas. On the historical 
bearing of this fact see above, p. 267. 

P- 33.1. 5 quiv] S; Kad’ yudv C. 2b. mepimtucers| mepiotaces C. 
S evidently had wepurruices, but translates; as frequently (see above, 
p- 238 sq.), by two words dapsus e¢ damna. 1b. adeAqpoi] ayamnrol S; 
omacC. 

P- 33 1. 6 werownxévar] merourjoba. C, as the common Greek idiom 
requires. This ought not to have been overlooked by all the editors, 
myself included. 

Pp: 33 1.7 wap tuiv mpayparev] wpaypdrev wap viv C. S is 
uncertain. The reader must be cautioned against the rendering adopted 
in some English translations; ‘those things which you enquired of us’ 
(Wake); ‘the points respecting which you consulted us’ (Antenicene 
Fathers). This rendering involves a historical mis-statement. The 
expression contains no allusion to any letter or other application from 
the Corinthians to the Romans. Clement does not write zap’ iudr, 
but wap vyiv: and ra émi€ynroveva means simply ‘the matters of dis- 
pute’. ib. ayarnrot] C; om. S. See the note on ddedoé just above, 
Ls. 2b. ts Te adXNorpias x.t.4.]| The passage which follows is para- 
phrastically and badly rendered in S, but the rendering does not 
seem to imply any different reading. 

p- 341. 4 PracdyynOijvor] BracpypeicOat C. 

p- 34.1. 8 ovk] C; om. S. 

P- 35 1. 1 azpoowrodyprros| dmpoowrodnmTus C. 

P. 35 1. 11 vopipors] vopos C with A; zz lege (NoWOI2) S. But this 
last shows nothing as regards the reading: for (1) the preposition would 
be required in any case ; (2) the singular is explained by the accidental 
omission of rvibuc; and (3) vopimoy is commonly translated by sxpy03 
(véuos) in this version (comp. §§ 3, 40). The word vopos, it should be 
added, does not occur elsewhere in Clement. 

p- 35 1. 12 tudv] S; om. C. 

P- 35 1. 13 wap’ vpiv] S; wap’ yuiv C. It may be questioned whether 
mpeoPurépors here indicates age or office. The former view is taken 
by Laurent, the latter by Harnack. The former sense is suggested by 
C. 3 of veol éri rods tpecButépous. The ‘ presbyters’, properly so called, 
would be intended by of yyovpmevo.. But these were not the only 
‘elders’ or ‘seniors’ to whom reverence was due; and Clement 
may have desired in the words kat rots wap’ vutv rpeoBurépors to extend 
the statement to all, thus preparing the way for the mention of ‘the 
young’ as a class. The ideas of age and office are sometimes so 
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closely connected in this word, that it is difficult to separate the two. 
Compare 1 Pet. v. 1 sq., Polyc. Pri/. 5, 6, in both which passages the 
use of wpeoBurepor, in connexion with vewdrepou, presents the same diffi- 
culty as here. 

p. 35 lL 14 apopo Kal ceuvq Kat ayvn] C; ayvg cat apodpw S 
(certainly omitting kat oeuv7, but the transposition of ayvg and dpw- 
po may be due merely to the convenience of translation: see above, 
Pp. 239): 

p. 35 1. 18 oikovpetv] Here C reads oixovpyetv; and so too appa- 
rently S. There can be no doubt that the correct Greek forms were 
oixovpds, oikoupeiv (comp. é.g. Philo de Spec. Leg. 31, 11 p. 327, Ondretars 
52 oixovpia Kat évdov jovy); but the coincidence of the best authorities 
here, and Tit. ii. 5, in favour of oixoupyds, oikovpyciv, suggests that 
these latter forms may have taken their place in the common language 
(at least in some countries), and have acquired something of their 
meaning. 


i. 


p- 36 1. 2 troraccopevor x.7.d.] Apost. Const. ti. 6 Bawropevos pad- 
Nov 7» BAarrwv. 


Pp. 36 lL. 3 rot @eot] tod Xpuorod CS. On this important variation 
see above, pp. 227, 272. 

The reading tod Xpurrot is accepted by Bryennios and Uilgenfeld 
(ed. 2) on the authority of C. On the other hand Harnack retains 
tod @eod with A; while Donaldson hesitates between the tivo readings, 
but would still read pa@juara for ra@yuara. This last had also been 
advocated, though with some hesitation, by Dr Ezra Abbot in a 
learned paper on Acts xx. 28 (Bibliotheca Sacra, April 1876, p. 313 sq.) 
before the reading of C was known to him. Notwithstanding the 
reasons to my mind are still as strong as ever against it, and the 
authority of A for wa@jmara is now reinforced by CS. On the other 
hand the alternative of rod Xpicrod for rod @cod deserves serious 
consideration. 

As regards external evidence, I think that the balance is fairly 
even. If the view maintained above (p. 227 sq., 241, 245) of the 
relative value of our authorities be correct, A is entitled to as much 
weight as CS together. Moreover the obvious doctrinal motive which 
in C has led to the deliberate substitution of Adyos for mvedpa in 
another place (ii. § 9) must deprive it of much weight in the present 
case. On the other hand it seems probable that Photius (Bidz 126 
quoted above, p. 37), when he wrote that Clement speaking of our 
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Lord does not use rds Ocompercis Kal vymAorépas puvds of Him, had 
Tov Xpiorod in his text. But this would not go far, even if the infer- 
ence were more certain, for Photius is a late writer. If therefore a 
decision on the reading here is possible, it must be founded upon 
internal evidence. 

And here the considerations which present themselves are nume- 
rous. 

(t) As a question of accidental error in transcription, the pro- 
bability is evenly balanced; for XY instead of 6y, and 6y instead of XY; 
are equally common with scribes. 

(2) On the other hand, if we have here a deliberate alteration, 
the chances that yy would be substituted for 6y are, I think, greater 
than the chances of the converse change. Such language as aipa @eod, 
wa$npora cod, and the like, though common in the second and third 
centuries, became highly distasteful in later ages ; and this from various 
motives. The great Athanasius himself protests against such phrases, 
¢. Apollin. ii. 13, 14 (1. p. 758) was odv yeypdare drt Meds 6 Sid wapKds - 
mabey Kai avacrds;... ovdapod dé alua @cod dixa capKds mapadeddKxacw 
ai ypapat } @edv Sid capxds wafdvra kat dvactdvra. And how liable 
to correction such expressions would be, we may infer from the long 
recension of the Ignatian Epistles, where the original language of the 
writer is deliberately altered by the interpolator, who appears to have 
lived in the latter half of the fourth century (Zphes. 1 év aipare cod, 
where Xpicrot is substituted for Ocod; Rom. 6 tod wdBovs rod Ocod pov, 
where this interpolator softens down the language by inserting Xpirrod 
before rot @cod pov, while others substitute rod Kupiov ov OrTov Xpiarod). 
At this time the heresy to which such expressions seemed to give 
countenance was Apollinarianism. At a later date, when the Mono- 
physite controversy arose, there would be a still greater temptation 
on the part of an orthodox scribe to substitute rod Xpucrod for 703 
@eov. The language of Anastasius of Sinai (Hodeg. 12, 13, p. 97 Sq.) 
shows that these passages of earlier writers (he mentions among others 
Ign. ‘om. 6) were constantly alleged in favour of Monophysite 
doctrine, and he himself has some trouble in explaining them away. 
Writing against these same heretics Isidore of Pelusium (Z. i. 124) 
says @eod mafos ov Aé€yerat, Xpictod ydp to wabos yéyove x.7.A. On 
the other hand, it might be said that the Monophysites themselves 
would be under a temptation to alter yy into 6y; and accordingly 
Bryennios supposes that in this passage the reading of A is due to the 
Monophysites (or, as he adds, perhaps to the Alexandrian divines). 
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This does not seem very likely. (a) In the first place, it would be a 
roundabout and precarious way of getting a testimony in favour of 
their doctrine. If rod Xpiorod (thus assumed to be the original reading) 
had been in direct connexion with ta wafjyara, a change in this 
direction would not be improbable: but it would never have occurred 
to any one to alter rots épodiors rod Xprotod into rots epodiors Tod Oeod, 
because there happened to be an expression 7d¢ wa@ypara airod in the 
next sentence so that avrod would naturally be referred to the genitive 
after tots éfodiows. It would have been much simpler to change atrov 
into rod @eot at once. () Secondly, the dates are not favourable to this 
supposition. The ms which has @eod is assigned by the most competent 
authorities to the fifth century, and by some of them to the earlier half 
of the century (‘not later than a.p. 450’, Scrivener /ntroduction p. 93 
(ed. 2); ‘the middle of the fifth century or a little later’, Tregelles 
Lforne’s Introduction p. 155; ‘saeculi v ejusque fere exeuntis’, Tischen- 
dorf, p. ix, ed. 8); and, though not impossible, it is not probable that 
the Monophysite controversy would have influenced the transcription 
of the Ms at this date. On the other hand our earliest authority for 
tov Xpiorovd, Photius (supposing that his evidence be accepted), wrote 
four centuries later, when there had been ample time for such manipu- 
lation of the text. But, besides the doctrinal motive which might have 
suggested the change from @®cod to Xprod, there may also have 
been an exegetical reason. The word éddd0vov, viaticum, was used espe- 
cially of the eucharistic elements (e.g. Zit. D. Mare. p. 29, Lit. D. 
Jacob. p. 75, Neale), and there would be a natural desire to fix this 
sense on S. Clement here. 

(3) The probability that such language as rd raOzjuara tod @cod 
should have been used by an early Christian writer can hardly be 
questioned. In addition to the passages quoted in my note (p- 37) 
see Zest, Duod. Patr. Levi 4 ért 7G waa rod dWiorov (a very ancient 
writing; see Galatians p. 307 sq.), Tatian ad Grec. 13 rod rerovOédros 
@cod, Tertull. de Carn. Chr. § ‘passiones Dei’, ad Uxor. ii. 3 
‘sanguine Dei’ (and so elsewhere Tertullian@feaks of ‘God cruci- 
fied’, ‘God dead’, ‘the flesh of God’, ‘the murderers of God’; see 
de Carn. Chr. 5 adv. Mare. ii. 16, 27, v. 5), Anc. Syr. Doc. p- 8 


(ed. Cureton) ‘God was crucified for all men’, etc. “And _ similar - 


passages from writers of these and the succeeding generations might 
be multiplied. See Abbot lc. p. 340 sq., Otto Corp. Apol. Christ. 1x. 
P 445, 

(4) It is more tp the purpose to urge that, though such language 
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is not uncommon in other writers, it has no parallel in Clement; 
that he elsewhere speaks of the blood ‘of Christ’ (§§ 7, 21, 49) and 
describes it as ‘precious to God His Father’ (§ 7); and that throughout 
this epistle he applies the term @eds to the Father as distinguished 
from Christ. This argument has considerable weight: but must not 
be overstrained. The Catholic doctrine of the Person of Christ 
admits both ways of speaking. Writers like Tertullian, who use the 
most extravagant and unguarded language on the other side, are 
commonly and even in the same context found speaking of Christ 
as distinct from God; and the exact proportions which the one 
mode of speaking will bear to the other in any individual writer must 
be a matter of evidence. It is clear from the newly discovered ending 
(§ 58 Gh yap 6 @cds «.7.d.) that he could have had no sympathy with 
Ebionite views of the Person of Christ. Moreover, in the passage 
especially quoted (§ 7) one authority, which probably preserves the 
right reading, omits @e@ (see below, p. 411). And after all the 
alternative remains, which Dr Abbot is disposed to favour (p. 343), 
that Clement wrote airod negligently, not remembering that rod 
@cod had immediately preceded and referring it in his own mind to 
Christ. 

(5) It remains to enquire whether the connexion is more favour- 
able to rod @eod or tod Xpiorod. This will depend much on the con- 
nexion of the sentences. The punctuation given in my text is adopted 
also by Gebhardt and Harnack and acquiesced in by Dr Abbot. 
The reasons which influenced me are stated in my note, and seem 
to me as strong as ever. If this punctuation be retained, tod @cov 
is almost necessary; for 7d épddia then refers to the ordinary means 
of subsistence. Hilgenfeld reads and punctuates rots épodiows rod 
Xpucrod dpKovpevor Kat wpor€éxovres (so too S), understanding by the term 
‘spiritual sustenance’. This seems to me to give an awkward sense 
(for the mention of ‘contentment’ is then somewhat out of place) and 
an unnatural punctuation (for «at mpooéxovres then becomes a clumsy 
addition). 

p- 37 1. 5 éveorepvicuévor] So it is read in C. S attaches xat 
mpooéxovres to the preceding sentence, and then translates as if it 
had read rovs te Adyous...éverrepvicpévot (OM. re). 

p. 37 1. 6] Comp. 4 Macc. iii. 20 éresd:) yap Babetay eipyvyv did ry 
civoulav judy elxov, Heges. in Euseb. H. £. ili. 32 yevopevyns eipyvys 
Babelas &v méoy éxxdyoin, Liturg. S. Basil. p. 165 (Neale) Babetay kai 
dvaatperov eipyvyy. 

DP: 30 143 aAnpys éxxuars...eyiveto] C; plene effusiones...crant S, as if 
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mdnpeis éxxtoets...eyivovro, for the plural cannot be accounted for here 
by ribui. 

ib. ooias] S; Oetas C: see above, p. 231. And for instances of the 
same confusion § 14 (p. 414), § 21 (p. 420). For ooias see § 45 & 
ooia Kal dpopw mpobéce, § 56 dia tis doias ratde‘as avrod; for Oelas, 
§ 40 ta Baby THs Oeias yvwioews. There might possibly be a question 
which of the two words should be read here: but (1) We have a com- 
bination of two authorities (including the best) against one; and 
(2) The other instances show that the tendency is to change datos 
into Octos, and not conversely. 

p- 38 1. 4 e&ereivare] é€ereivere CS. 

p- 38 1. 6 ews] TAewr C. tb. axovres] C3; éxovrtes S. ib. nudp- 
vere] C3 peccabatis (yuapravere) S. 

p- 39 1. 8 per eXéovs kal cvvednoews] So too S, translating cvvedy- 
gews bona conscientia. The difficulty of referring cvvedyoews to God 
has led to several emendations, of which some are mentioned in 
my note. Others have been added since my edition appeared; ovvei- 
gews by Laurent (ad loc.), cvvdeyoews by Lipsius (Academy, July 9, 
1870). Harnack (ed. 1) suggested overcoming the difficulty by a 
different exegesis, ‘vobis miserantibus piamque recolentibus fratrum 
memoriam’. The Constantinople Ms however comes to the rescue 
with a reading which could not have been foreseen, but which com- 
mends itself, pera d€ovs cal ovvedycews (MeTadEoyc for METEACOYC). 
Thus the whole clause is transferred from God to the believer, 
and ovvedjcews becomes intelligible. With the whole expression 
comp. Liturg. D. Jacob. p. 55 (Neale) Sos qpiv, Kupre, pera mavrds 
poBov kal cuvedyoews Kalapds mpookouioat x.7.4. For the idea of 
fear as an agent in the work of salvation see Phil. ii. r2; and for the 
expression pera déovs Heb, xii. 28 Aarpevwuev evapéotws 7d OG pera 
evAaPeias kal déovs (the correct reading), an epistle which has largely 
influenced Clement’s language elsewhere. For the use of cuve(Syous 
here comp. § 34 ovvayOévres tH ovveidyoe. It denotes inward con- 
centration and assent. Zahn (Gd/t. Gel. Anz. Noy. 8, 1876) still 
retains the reading per’ édéovs, explaining it of brotherly kindness 
shown towards offenders, and proposes cuvafAjcews for cuvedijoews. 


He might have quoted Afost. Const, li. 13 érerra peta éX€ovs xar- 


oiKTippod Kal mpoodAnwews oixetod bruryvovpevos aitG cwrnplayv for this 
sense. Lipsius (Yevaer Literatursz. Jan. 13, 1877) accepts pera Séovs, but 
holds by his conjecture cvvdejoews, though it is now rendered unne- 
cessary. Donaldson { 7%eo/, Rev. Jan. 1877) suggests pera redelas ovve- 
Aevoews. 


— 


ADDENDA. 405 


“p. 39 L. 11 BdeAvxrov] add. jv C ; and so probably S. 
p. 39 1. 12 tots tAnolov] tdv wAnolov C3 vicinorum S. 
p.39 11g i0|°C; Bie S. 
p- 401. 1 ocBacpiw| and so apparently S; oeBaopwrdry C. See 
above, p. 228. 


ITI. 

Pp. 401. 7 Kat epis] Epis (om. Kai) CS. 

p- 40 1. 8 dxatacracia] Comp. Apost. Const. ii. 43 axaractacias kat 
épioos Kal duyooracias. 

p. 411.11 dweorw] S; aréory C. This brings it nearer to the 
Lxx of Is. lix. 14 which has adéoryxev: see above, p. 227. 

p. 41 1. 12 awodeirew] amodureiv C, and so probably S. 

p. 41 1. 16 adda] add C. 

ib. tas ériOvpias avtod tas movypds| tds rovypas being substituted 
for tna movypac of A. The reading of CS is rds émiupias tis Kapdias 
avtod Tis movypas, thus showing that rs xapdias has accidentally 
dropped out of A and that all the editors have been on the wrong 
tack in substituting tas for ys. 

p- 42 1.2 «at] C; om. S. 


TV. 

p. 42 1. 3 ovrws] S; om. C. 

p. 42 1.4.76 Ged] S; 7G Kupiw C, as in the LXx: see p. 227. 

p- 43 1. 9 76 mpocwrw] 70 mpdcwrov CS, in conformity with the 


_ words which follow. 


p- 43 1. 11 éav] ay C. 

p- 43 1. 13 dp&ets adrot] avrod dps C. S has the same order as 
A, but this would be more natural in the Syriac. 

p- 43 L. 14 déMwpev] C; add. igitur (=8y) S. This reading is 
found in some Mss of the Lxx. 

p- 43 1. 16 ddehpoi] C3 dyamnrot S. 

p 4411 Kareipyacaro | Sie KaTELpyaravTo G 

ib. &ydos| Sprov C. 

p- 44 L. 4 eloedOciv] éAety C, and so probably <P 

p- 44.1.7 Kperqv i) Sucacrnv] apxovra kot SuxacTyv CS, in accordance 
with the Lxx; see pp..227, 241. Comp. Apost. Const. vi. 2. 

p- 44 1. 8 éx6es] xGés C. 

p. 44 1. g dua Sjros] dua LpAov C. 2b. Mapicp «.7..,] See 
Apost. Const, Vi. 1. 

p. 441. 10 GHdos] S; dia Sprov C, falling into the same error as A 
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(in inserting the preposition from the previous sentence), but substituting 
the masculine for the neuter form. 

p. 45 L 12 dud LAros] dia Eprov C. 

2b. Aaveid] If Bryennios gives the reading of C correctly, this Ms 
has here and elsewhere Aafid; but probably he has written out in full 
in the later spelling the contraction da0. 

p- 45 L 13 bro] amo C. 

p- 45 1. 14 td ZaobdA] ard rod Saovd C. 

2b, Baoiréws “Iopand] S; om. C. 


Nz 

p- 45 1. 18 POovov] S; epw C. 

ib. kaAMorot] Tisch. writes, ‘Spatii ratione xpaticro: et Kadduorou 
magis quam apioro: et peyworot commendantur. Equidem haud scio 
an kat ot pro ot proponam’; and Gebh. (ed. 1) read xparicror. This 
however is one among several instances where the calculation of space 
(at the end of a line) has failed. The word is wéysoro: in CS. 

p- 45 1. 19 7AGov] érafov Laur. Here again the calculation of space 
has misled. CS have 70Aycav, 

p. 45 1. 20 ayafovs] This is also the reading of CS. Harnack ap- 
positely quotes Clem. Hom. i. 16 6 & ayads Iérpos rpoomndijoas x.7.d. 

p. 46 1. 1 6 Iérpos] Petrus S; MWérpov 6s C. This reading could not 
have been foreseen, but it is consistent with the space in A, more 
especially as Ilerpov coming at the end of the line might have been 
written tetpo. ‘The reading of C moreover obviates a difficulty in the 
common mode of filling in the lacuna of A, which is stated by Tisch., 
who accepts.o Ilérpos on the ground that ‘Vix aliud nomen substitui 
posse videtur’, but adds ‘Tamen non ita scribi solet ut werp exeunte 
versu, oo ineunte ponatur’. Nor is the awkwardness of construction 
difficult to explain. Clement seems to have commenced this sentence 
intending to follow it up with cal Haddov és dic mv adrynv airiav, or 
words to this effect. But his account of S. Peter occupies so much 
space, that for the sake of clearness he is obliged to start with an inde- 
pendent sentence when he comes to S. Paul. The rendering of S is a 
translator’s simplification. 

p. 47 1. t paprupyjcas] To the references in the note add Tertull. 
Prax. ‘de jactatione martyrii inflatus ob solum et simplex et breve 
carceris tedium’, The passage, Ign. Zphes. 1, should be omitted, as 
paptupiou probably has no place in the correct text. On this passage 
generally see Hilgenfeld Zeitschr. f. Wessensch. Theol. xv. p. 353 sq. 


(1872), XIX p. 59 sq. (1876). 
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p- 47 1. 2 tmjpveyxev] So it is read in C; and so doubtless S, ap Audit, 
portavit (see § 14). 

p- 48 1. 2 Kat o} cat épv CS, Though this is much longer than 
the lacuna in A had led previous editors to supply, still, as the lines 
are uneven at the end and as this immediate neighbourhood fur- 
nishes several instances where the final letters of a line are crowded 
and small, there is no reason for questioning it as the reading of A 
also. 

2b. iwédeev] ‘This same conjecture which I offered (in place of 
the tmecxev of previous editors) occurred independently to Laurent, 
who had not seen my edition, and it was accepted by Gebhardt (ed. 1); 
C however has the simple verb céagev, But if Mill and Jacobson 
are right, this cannot have been the reading of A, as the initial Y was 
once visible. I gave reasons however for doubting whether this was 
possible, at least in the later condition of the ms (p. 48); and, if 
so, edagevy might perhaps be accepted. On the other hand vmédecev 
is supported by a passage in the newly discovered work of Macarius 
Magnes Afocr. iv. 14 (p. 181, Blondel), where speaking of S. Peter and 
S. Paul he says, ¢yvwoay trodetEat rovrous [1.€. tots mucrevovor], rotous 
adyaow 6 THS Tictews ovyKEeKpdtyTaL otépavos. In the context, which 
describes the labours and martyrdom of these same two Apostles, 
the language of Macarius appears to give many echoes of this passage 
in Clement; vréueway evoeBds SiddoKovtes, Tdv adiKovmevwy v7éppaxot, 
mOANG...73 Kdopw pyvioavtes, Tod Biov To TéAos aTHvTyGEV, méxpL Gavdrov 
..-Tpoxwovvevowor, TIS evKAElas TOV EraLvor, ot ‘yevvadat, ava THY oiKovpErnY, 
BpaBetov...xrwevor, TUmot dvOpelas...yevomevor, TOAAG, THY KAaAdY aywvicpa- 
“tov, THS Sidaxps Kal Tod Kypvypatos, paptupiov ddfav, mixpats...Bacavors, 
vromovn ToAAH, yevvaiws pépew. It seems highly probable therefore that 
the use of vzoderxvivas in this somewhat strange connexion was derived 
by him from the same source. Comp. also £f. Vienn. § 23 in Euseb. 
Hi. E. y. 1 eis thy tév NourGv vrorimucw vrodekviwv ote pydev poBepov 
Crov Tatpos ayamrn, pnde adyewov drov Xpiorod doa, S, Paul himself 
says (Acts xx. 35) Uméderga viv dre «.7.A.. Cis found in other cases 
to substitute the simple verb, where A has the compound (see p. 229), 
and would naturally do so here, where the meaning of the compound 
was not obvious. S has ¢w/it (fortavit) 72D (translating BpaBetov by 
certamen), which corresponds fairly with trecxev suggested by some 
editors; but this was certainly not the reading of A. I have in- 
spected the ms again, and see no traces of a deliberate erasure of § 
though the letter is worn. So far as it goes, S favours vmddegey as 
against deter. 
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p- 48 1. 3 dvyadevfets] So it stands in CS. 

pap Lea ve] C5 om. 

p: 49 1. 5 dixarocvvyv] connected with é\aBe by punctuation in C and 
apparently also by S. The Syriac translator seems also to have read 
dixavoovvys. 

p. 50 1. 2 rot Kdopov] C; ab hoc mundo S. See above, p. 339. 

ib. éropevOy] C; susceptus est S. 


VI. 


p- 51 1. 5, 6 woAAais x.7.A.] The dative is read in CS. 

p- 511. 6 Sjdos] &jAov C; and so again in 1. 7. 

veavides, madioxa:| It was stated in my note that the first word is 
written in A danaiwdeo not davaidec, as commonly read. Dr Wright 
however inspected the Ms afterwards at the request of Tisch., and 
pronounced the letter to be nN, not oH. It is often impossible to 
distinguish these two letters, where the ms is blurred or crumpled; 
our new authorities however must be taken to rule the reading, 
Tisch, also pointed out an error into which (by an_ accident 
which I need not explain) I had fallen in stating that the second 
& begins a new line. The actual division of the lines is Aa | 
NAIAECKAIKAIAIPKAl as the photograph shows. On the other hand Tisch. 
is himself mistaken in making Bp Wordsworth also responsible for 
my reading or misreading of the ms. I said nothing which could 
imply this. The reading of A is confirmed in the main by C, which has 
Aavaides kat Acip xai,and by S which has Danaides et Dircae et, 
where the ef may be a duplication of the last syllable of Acpxat or 
may be due to the exigencies of translation. If therefore Aavaides xat 
Aipxai be incorrect, as I still believe, the error must have existed 
already in that archetypal Ms from which all our three extant authorities 
were ultimately derived. This supposition however presents no diffi- 
culty, as this common ancestor of ACS was certainly at fault in 
other places (see above, p. 247). 

Since my edition appeared, the reading Aavaides cat Aipxac has been 
emphasized and illustrated by M. Renan (Z’Antechrist, p. 167, 169 sq., 
173, 182, 187 sq.), whose frequent reiteration of the words has given 
them a prominence not unlikely to mislead the reader on the merits of 
the question. Of his speculations on this passage I need say nothing, 
for they are merely speculations ; and it would have been well if in his 
imaginary reconstruction of Nero’s history he had remembered the 
sound maxim which directs ‘ flagitia abscondi’. 
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The common reading, if correct, must refer to those refinements of 
cruelty, patronized by Nero and Domitian but not confined to them, 
which combined theatrical representations with judicial punishments, so 
that the offender suffered in the character of some hero of ancient 
legend or history. On reading over my former note, I see that I have 
not assigned sufficient weight to the frequency of such exhibitions. For 
illustrations see Friedlander Sittengeschichte Roms u. p. 234 sq. Thus 
one offender would represent Hercules burnt in the flames on Céta 
(Tertull. Apgol 15 ‘qui vivus ardebat Herculem induerat’); another, 
Ixion tortured on the wheel (de Pudic. 22 ‘puta in axe jam incendio 
adstructo’). We read also of criminals who, having been exhibited in 
the character of Orpheus (Martial de Spect. 21) or of Deedalus (26. 8) or 
of Atys (Tertull. 4fo/. 15), were finally torn to pieces by wild beasts. 
The story of Dirce, tied by the hair and dragged along by the bull, 
would be very appropriate for this treatment; but M. Renan’s attempts 
to make anything of the legend of the Danaids entirely fail. And the 
difficulty still remains, that the mode of expression in Clement is alto- 
gether awkward and unnatural on this hypothesis. Harnack, who how- 
ever expresses himself doubtfully on the reading, quotes Heb. x. 32 
modAnv aOrkynow trepetvate rabnnatwv, TodTo piv oveLotopots Te Kal 
Oriecw Ocatprldpmevor; but here Oearpifouevor is best explained by 
1 Cor. iv. 9 Oarpov éyevyOnpmev 7G Koop x.t.d., where no literal scenic re- 
presentation is intended. Laurent explains the words by saying that the 
punishment of the Danaids and of Dirce ‘in proverbium abiisse videtur’, 
But he can only quote for the former és tov trav Aavaidwy mifov i8po- 
gpopety Lucian Zim. 18, which is hardly to the point, as it merely denotes 
labour spent in vain. 

I am therefore obliged still to abide by Bp Wordsworth’s conjectural 
emendation yvuvaixes, vedvides, maidicxar, Tischendorf calls it ‘liber- 
rima conjectura’. So it is, but there is a freedom which justifies itself ; 
and the corruption is just such as might have occurred at an early date, 
when the epistle was written on papyrus. I am informed by Mr Basil 
H. Cooper, through a common friend, that he proposed this very same 
emendation in the Monthly Christian Spectator, January 1853, p. 16 
note *, He assures me that it had occurred to him independently ; 
and that, till quite recently, he believed the credit which had been 
assigned to another to be due to himself, and wrote to this effect to the 
Western Times as lately as 1871, not knowing that Bp Wordsworth’s 
emendation was published in 1844. The fact of its having occurred 
independently to two minds is a strong testimony in its favour. Bunsen 
(Aippolytus i. p. xviii, ed. 2, 1854) enthusiastically welcomes this emen- 
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dation as relieving him ‘from two monsters which disfigured a beautiful 
passage in the epistle of the Roman Clement’. Lipsius also in a 
review of my edition (Academy July 9, 1870) speaks favourably of it ; 
and Donaldson (Afostolical Fathers p. 122, ed. 2) calls it admirable, 
though elsewhere (Zzeol. Rev. January 1877, p. 45) he himself offers 
another conjecture, yevvaiaéd re kai SodAa. To the illustrations given in 
my note add Minuc. Fel. 37 ‘viros cum Mucio vel cum Aquilio aut 
Regulo comparo? pueri et mulierculz nostre cruces et tormenta, 
feras et omnes suppliciorum terriculas, inspirata patientia doloris in- 
ludunt’. 

p-. 52 1. 5 oorewv| oordy C. 

p- 52 1. 6 xareorpepev] S; xaréoxawe C. Jacobson refers to Jortin, 
who supposes that Clement had in his mind Horace Carm. i. 16. 17 sq. 
‘Ire Thyesten exitio gravi stravere, et altis urbibus ultimz stetere causz 
cur perirent funditus’. 

p. 521. 7 e&epilwcey] ekeppifwce C. 


Vik, 


P- 53 lL. 9 dropvycKovres] trouypvycKovres C. There is the same 
divergence of form in the mss of the Pseudo-Ignat. Zurs. 9. 

p. 53 1. 10 é&v yap] S; Kat yap ev C. tb. oxappati] For 
aydav irep Ta éoxappeva see Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 13 (p. 696).° 

p- 53 lL 10, 11 ypiv ayer] aydv yutv C. Sis doubtful. For 6 ards 
ayov comp. Phil. i. 30. 

P- 53 1 11 arodelrwpe| arodirope C. 

P- 541.1 tHs TeAewoews| Tis tapaddcews CS. This reading of the 
lacuna could hardly have been anticipated; but it adds to the closeness 
of the parallel in Polycarp Phil. 7 8:0 drodurovres THY paratdTyTA TaV 
TOANOY Kat Tas PevdodidarKadlas et tov ef apyis yuiv mapadobévra Adyov 
emuotpepwpev, a passage already quoted by the editors. By tov ris rapa- 
ddcews nuav kavdva Clement apparently means ‘the rule (i.e. measure of 
the leap or race), which we have received by tradition’, referring to the 

xamples of former athletes quoted in the context: comp. § 19 émt rov 
ef dpxis Tapadedopévov wiv THs €ipyvys ocxomov (to which passage again 
Polycarp is indebted), § 51 tis mapadeSopevns uty Kadds Kat Suxatws 
opopwvias. Clement's phrase is borrowed by his younger namesake, 
Strom. 1. 1 (p. 324) mpoByoeras juiv kata tov edkeh Kal cepvoy THs mapa- 
Sdcews kavova. For examples of the use of xavay see Lagarde Rel. Fur. 
Littl. Ant. Preef. p. vi sq; 

ib. ywooKwpev] kat Sopev CS. 
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p- 54 1. 2 kat edrpoodextov| Kat ri mpoadextov CS, as proposed by 
Tisch. 

Pp. 54 L 4 tewpev] yvdpey CS. 2. tH OB Kat warpt adrod| 
This reading of the lacuna, which I suggested, is approved by Tisch. 
and was adopted by Gebhardt (ed. 1). C has 7@ rarpt oirod 7h Océ ; 
but this was not the reading of A, as the remaining letters show. S has 
simply 7@ watpt adrod, which, as being the briefest, is probably the 
original reading. ‘The varying positions of 7 @e@ in A and C also 
show that it was a later addition. 

p- 55 l. 4 peravoias torov| Afost. Const. ii. 38 torov petavoias wpicey, 
v. 19 AaBety adtov Torov peravoias. 

p- 55 l. 5 dr] S translates as if 6 7 dd quod. 

p- 55 1. 6 peravoias yap] C; peravotoy S. Mr Bensly points out to 
me that the omission in S is easily explained by the homceoteleuton in 
the Syriac Smy2'N7 NMI. ib. barnveyxev] sustulit VID S ; éxr- 
veyke C. ib. avéehOwpev <is| Si€XMwpev (om. eis) C; transeamus 
super S, apparently reading dveAOwpery eis, which probably stood in A 
also. Comp. Rom. v. 12 «is évtas avOpurous 0 Gdvaros dip\Gev, where 
however both Peshito and Harclean have 3 72» and not Sy say, as the 
Syriac has here. In § 4 dcedOety cis is rendered by m aay. Strictly 
by say should represent deAGeiv él, but this is no sufficient reason for 
supposing a various reading in the preposition here. AvedOetv is a very 
favourite word in the Lxx. 

p- 55 1.7 wat] C; om. S: see below on p. 167 1. 9. 

p. 55 1. 8 0 deordrys| C; om.S. This passage is copied in Afost. 
Const. ii. 55 0 yap @eos, Oeds dv ehéovs, am apxns Exdornv yevéay emt pera- 
youay Kadel dua Tv Sikaiwy...tovs dé ev TO KaTakAvopm Sia ToD Nae, Tovs ev 
YodSopors did rod Prrokévov Auir (see below § 11) «.7.A. 

p- 56 1. 2 of 8¢] C3 oid S. 

p- 56 l. 3 ixerevoarres] ixerevovres C, and so apparently S. 


Vill. 


p- 57 1.9 y@p] S; om. C. 
p- 57 L 11 bpav] S; Tod Aaod pov C. 


p. 57 1. 12 doy] C3 dum dicis tu (<imsv) S. ib. édv|] C; 
Kav (?) S. 

p- 58 1. 3 xapdias] Yuyys CS. 

p. 58 1. 5 Agyee ovrws] ovrw Aéyer CS. 2b. kat] om. CS, 


ib. apédeabe] aérere C. 
p. 581. 9 Kat ducouwoare] C ; Sixawiicare (om. Kat) S. ib. xnpa| 
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xypav C, with the Lxx. S is doubtful. ib. Kat SuedeyxOdper] Kat 
SiadexOapev C, loguamur cum alterutro (om. kat) S. 

p. 58 1. 10 A€yer] add. xvpios CS. 

p: 59 1. 14 ydp|] C; om. S. 


IX. 


p- 59 L. 19 yevopevor] C; but S seems to have read yuomevor. 

p- 59 1. 21 dmodurovres] C; but S apparently dzoXcérovres. 
2b. pataoroviav] So too CS. 

p- 60 1. r tedefws] C; rededovs S. 

p- 60 1. 2 sq. “Evex «.7.4.]| With this enumeration of the ancient 
worthies which follows comp. Clem. Hom. xviii. 13 ot8t "Evax 6 ebape- 
oryoas...ovre Nae 6 Sikatos...ovre "ABpadu 6 didos. This designation 
of Abraham, ‘the friend of God’, is the subject of a paper by Rénsch 
Letschr. f. Wissensch. Theol. xvi. p. 583 sq. (1873). 

p- 60 1, 3 @avaros] o Pdvaros C, 

p. 60 1. 4 dia rs Aeroupyias] S; ev 7H Aevroupyia C. 


X. 

p- 62 1. 3 katapdcopat] Karapaooopar C. 

p- 62 1. 8 Hv] S; om. C. 

p. 62 L. 9 aidvos| tod aidvos C, 

p. 62 12 "Eéyyayev | "Egjyaye de CS. 

p- 62 1. 14 robs dorépas] C; add. rod otpavod S. 

p- 63 1. 17 y9pe]} ype. C. On this form see the note on § 63, 
p. 300; and to the examples there given add. Afost. Const. iv. 3. 

p- 63 1. 18 76 @co] S; om. C. See a similar omission in some texts 
of Ign. Rom. 4. ib. mpos] eis C; super S. 


aks 


p- 63 1. 21 Kpuecons] Dr Wright agrees with Tisch. in taking xpeOnono 
as the reading of A; and Tisch. appeals also to the photograph. The 
word in the photograph still seems to me to be more like xpibewyo, 
and another inspection of the Ms itself confirms me in this reading. I 
see no traces of the left-hand stroke of an u. 

p. 63 1. 22 moujoas] C. S translates as if érodnoev. 

p. 63 1. 23 é@ abrov] So too apparently S; eis adrov C. 

p. 63 1. 24 KoAaocw] C; but S translates as if xpfou. 

p. 63 1. 25 érepoyvwovos] So C. Of the reading of A Tisch. writes 
“erepoyvwpoo (pro ~yvaovoc) est, ut jam Iacobsonus legerat. VanSittart 


legit erepoyvwpov, falsus aversa pagina, unde teste Wright v in evpefn 
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translucet’. A fresh examination of the Ms leads me to acquiesce in 
Wright’s explanation. 

p. 63 1. 26 rotro] S; om. C. 

p- 641. 1 kpiva] pita C. 


XII. 


p. 64.1. 3 pdogeviay] C; but S repeats the preposition dia pudogeviar. 
It is not however to be entirely depended upon in such’ cases; see 
Pp. 239 Sq. 

tb. 1 xopvn| 4 émiAcyouéevn mopvy CS; see above, pp. 228, 241. 
The object of the interpolation is to suggest a figurative sense of 
the word: comp. Orig. zz Jes. Wave Hom. iii. § 3 (ul. p. 403) ‘Raab 
interpretatur latitudo. Que est ergo latitudo nisi ecclesia hee Chtisti, 
qua ex peccatoribus velut ex meretricatione collecta est ?... Talis etgo et 
heéc meretrix esse dicitur, quze exploratores siiscepit Iesu’; comp. 2d. vi. 
§ 3 (p. 411). From a like motive the Targum interprets the word in 
Josh. i. 1 by xmpt91p = wavdoxevrpia ‘an innkeeper’, and so Joseph. 
Ant. V. 1. 2 broxwpotow els tu Kataydyiov...dvres ev TO THS “PaxadBys 
kataywyiy, etc. This explanation has been adopted by several Jewish 
and some Christian interpretets; see Gesenius Z/es. s. v. Mt, P. 422. 
Others again have interpreted the word as meaning ‘Gentile’. The 
earliest Christian fathers took a truer view, when they regarded this 
incident as an anticipation of the announcement in Matt. xxi. 31; 
e.g. Justin Déad. 111, Iren. iv. 20. 12. 

p. 64 1. 4 10d rod] tod C (omitting the second rot). 

p- 641. § tyv] om. C. 

p- 641. 7, 8 ovdAAnpiopévors...cvAnupbevres] ovdAAgYopévous...cvA- 
Andbevres C. They are translated by two different words in S. 

p- 64 1. 11 Aeydvrwv] C3; add. 7 S. 

ib. idov, ciaqrOov] mpos oe eioqAOov CS, as proposed by Tisch. 

p. 65 1. 12 ys od ovr] ys ypav CS, thus confirming the reading of 
the editors generally. 

p. 65 1. 13 of Sv0 avdpes|] pev of avdpes CS, confirming the conjecture 
of Gebhardt. 

p. 65 1. 14 GAAd raxéws apAOov] GAA’ evOéws e&@AOov CS. 

p: 65 1. 15 odcv] rH 006 C; én via ipsorum S. 

ib. évavtiav] évahddé CS. This use of the word, which com- 
monly means ‘interchangeably’, is somewhat strange, though the 
meaning is clear, ‘ crosswise’, i.e. ‘in an opposite direction ’. 

p- 65 1. 16 éys] S; om. C. 

p. 65 1. 17 vay] om. CS. tb. wodw] yav CS. 

CLEM. 27 
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p- 65 1. 18 poBos...tpop0s] C. The two words are transposed in S. 


p. 65 L 19 éav] ay C. ab. avrnv] C3 rHv yqvS. 
p- 65 1. 21 éAdAnoas] AcAaAnKas C. ib. ws| C ; not trans- 
lated in S. ab. éeav] av C. 2b. mapaywopmevous| S (by 


the pointing) ; zaparyevouévous C. 

p. 65 1. 22 sq. réyos cov] oréyos (om. aov) C; ¢ectum domus tue S. 

p- 661. 1 éav] dy C, ab. door yap] C; e omnes illi gut 
(kai ooot) S. 

p- 66 1. 3 Kpeuaon| exxpenaoyn CS. 

p- 66 1. 5 kai édrilovow] C; om. S. 

p- 66 1. 6 ov] dru ov CS. See above, pp. 228, 241. ib. adda] 
add. kai CS. 

p. 66 1. 7 yéyovey] eyevyOn C; see above, p. 228. In such a 
case the reading of S is indeterminable. Here yéyovey, ‘ zs found’, must 
unquestionably be the right reading; comp. 1 Tim. ii. 14 9 8 yw 
eLararnOeica, év rapaBace: yéyovey, where, as here, the perfect denotes 
the permanence of the record and the example. See also Gal. iii. 18 
7 5¢ ABpadp. dv érayyedlas Kexapiotat 6 Meds, iv. 23 6 ex THs madionys 
Kata oapKka yeyevvytat, where the explanation of the perfect is the same. 
So too frequently in the Epistle to the Hebrews, e.g. vii. 6 dedexarwxev, 
x1. 28 wemoinkev. 


AT. 


p- 66 1. 9 rvqos] rigor C. 

p- 67 1. 13 GAN’ Fo] GAN o C, and so perhaps S. 

p- 67 1. 16 ovrws ydp elev k.7.d.} See Afost. Const. ii. 21, where the 
words of Christ are quoted, “Agere kal adeOjoerar ipiv: di8ore Kai So67- 
oerau tiv. 

p. 67 1. 17 eAedre] edccire C. ib, adiere] adere C. 

p- 67 1. 18 ovrws] ovrw C, and similarly p. 68 1. 1, 2. 

p- 68 1. x KpiOjoerat viv] Kpinoeabe CS, 

p. 681. 2 pérpy...merpyOynoerar vuiv] here, S; before os xpivere 
Koda, C. ib. év avira] S3; ovrw C. 

p. 68 1. 4 ornplEomev] ornpitoper C. ib. wopeverOar] mopeverbe C. 

p: 68 1. 5 mds] dvras CS, thus confirming the conjecture of Laur. 

p. 68 1. 7 mpatv| apdov C. 

p. 68 1. 8 ra Adyia] todsAdyous C. The reading of S is uncertain. 


AIV. 


p- 68 1. 9 dovv] €; Oetov S. See for other instances of the same 
confusion § 2 (p. 404), § 21 (p. 420). 
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p- 68 1. 10 muds] S; vpds C. 2b. yevéoOar TH OcG] 7d OeG 
yevéoOau CS. 

p- 69 lL. rx fydovs] SjAov C. For the form pucepod comp. prepay in 
Boeckh Corp. Juscr. no. 3588. See also the play on iepeds, prepeds, 
Apost. Const. ii. 28. C apparently writes. wvoapav (for pucepdv) in § 30, 
but not so here. 

p- 69 lL. 15 pw] aipécas C, with Nicon; épes S, but the plural 
merely depends on the presence of vzbuz. See above, p. 228. 

p- 69 1. 16 avrois] éavrots CS. : 

p. 69 1. 19 sq. of S€ zapavopoivres...ax aitas|] C ; om. S (by homeeo- 
teleuton). 

p- 69 L. 19 eorAcOpevOycovrar| éodoOpevPycovrat C. The form varies 
in the most ancient Mss of the Lxx. 

p. 69 1. 20 aveBy] tov aceBy C, with the Lxx. 

p. 70 1. 2 sq. tov rérov...etpov] C; adrov Kal ovx evpéOy oO Toros 
avrou S, as in the Lxx. 

p- 70 1. 4 évearadeppo] eykaradrepa C, 


XV... 


p- 70 1. 7 ovros 6 Aads] S (apparently) ; 6 dads ovros C. 

2b. trois xeiNcow] S 3 7G ordpare C. 

p. 70 1. 8 dweorw] améyea C; dub. S. 

p- 70 l. 9 evAoyotdcav] ebAdyouv C ; see above, p. 229. 

2b. tH Sé] C; wat rq S, with the Lxx. ib. Karnpavro| So 
also Dr Wright reads A, against Tisch.’s xarypovyvro. I myself have 
looked at the ms again and cannot feel certain. 
op. ar rr éWevoavro] S ; apetar C. 

p. 71 1. 13 "“AAada] did totro”ANaAa CS. ab. yevnOytw] yevn- 
ein C. 

p-. 71 1. 13 sq. ta yxeiAy ta Sodia...7d Soda, yAGooav peyadoprjpova, 
Tovs eixovtas k.7...] The words omitted by homceoteleuton are supplied 
otherwise by S, which reads, ta xethn ta Sd\a Ta AaAodvra Kara Tod 
Sixatov dvopiav’ Kat mddw* “EéoeOpedoar Kipios mavra ta xeiAn ta Soda, 
yAdooar peyaopijppova, Tovs eiovras K.t.X. This is doubtless the correct 
text. On the other hand C reads quite differently ; rd xethy ta dodra, 
yrAdooa peyaropypov' Kal médw* Tods eirovras «7.4. ‘The transcriber 
clearly had a text before him in which the words were omitted, as 
they are in A: and he patched it up by insertion and alteration, so as 
to run grammatically and to make sense. See above, p. 245. 

p- 71 1 15 peyadivopev] peyadvvodjwev C. The reading of S is 
indeterminable. 

27—2 
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p: 71 1. 16 wap’ nyt] rap’ ypav CS. 

p- 71 1. 17 azo] om. CS. 

p. 71 1. 18 & cwrypia] S (or & owrypiv); om. C, at least if we 
interpret the note of Bryennios strictly, in which case he must have 
supplied év cwrypt in his text from the Lxx after Hilgenfeld. Gebhardt 
however supposes that he has accidentally omitted év owryplw in his 
note, when giving the reading of C. 


XVI. 


p. 72 1. 2 rHs peyadwotvvys] C; om. S with Jerome. 

p- 72 1. 3 yuav] om. C, Hieron. The reading of S is doubtful, for 
it uses 119 equally for 6 Kupwos and 0 Kupuos nydv. 

ib. Xpioros “Incots| *Incots Xpuoros CS, Hieron. 

p. 72 1. 5 rarevodpovav] C ; add. 7dGev S. 

p. 72 1. 8 waidiov] S; rediov C. 

p: 72 1. g el8os avr] avrg eiSos C. The order of S agrees with C; 
but the fact cannot be pressed. 

p. 73 1. 10 Kaddos] C3; d0€a S. 

p- 73 l. 11 70 efdos tdv avOpdrwv] C3 ravtas avOpwrovs S, in accord- 
ance with one reading of the Lxx. 

p- 73 L. 16 érpavparicOy] C ; occisus est S. 

p: 73 1. 17 dpaprias, avouias] transposed in CS. 

p. 74.1 7 tH yevedv] C; Kat rpv yeveay S. 

p. 74 1. 8 je] C; 7x6y S, as it is commonly read in the Lxx. 

p- 75 l. 14 THs Woxys] C; ard Ts Yuxis S. The 3 which represents 
amo before rod rovov is pointed as if = pev. 

p- 75 1. 18 rots] év rots C, and so probably S, which has 3, not 5. 

p. 761908] &; om. C 

p 761 6o0n)] C; eS. 

p- 76 1. 9 roujowper] roujoopev C. 

p. 761. 10 éA@ovres] S; amedOovres C. 


XVII. 
p: 77 1. 14 "EAtooe] “EXiooae C. ib. éru 8%] S; om. C. 
ib. wal] C; om. S. tb. mpos tovrots] C; add. & S. 


p- 77 1. 15 eéuaprupyOy] S; add. 8 C. 

p. 77 1. 17 arevilwy] arevicas C. S apparently read ’Arevicw, for it 
translates ‘et dicit cogitans humiliter, videbo gloriam Dei’. 

p: 77 1. 19 “IwB] add. 8 CS, with Clem. Alex. 7b. wat] C; 
om. S with Lxx. ‘ 


p. 77 1. 20 Kaxod] C3; aovypod rpayuaros S, with the Lxx. 
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p- 77 1. 21 Katnyopet A€ywv] My reading of the lacuna was followed 
by Gebhardt, and is now confirmed by C. S however translates as if it 
had read xaryyopay Néyeu. 

tb. ov8 i] odd dv C. S may have read either one or the other, 
but not édy cai. The same text is quoted with odd dy in Afost. Const. 
ii, 18. 

p- 78 1. 2 adrod] S; om. C. 

p- 78 1. 3 &pwev] C; xpiver (apparently) S. 

p- 78 1. 5 é« rs Barov] ext rod ris Barov C; but A cannot have so 
read, unless this line was very much longer than the preceding or fol- 
lowing one. Moreover émi rod ts Badrov xpypatibpod aire SiSopevov is 
in itself a very awkward and unlikely expression. Probably A read ézt 
ths Barou or émi rod Badrov, this being a common mode of referring to 
the incident; Luke xx. 37 (comp. Mark xii. 26), Justin Diad 128 
(p. 357), Clem. Hom. xvi. 14, Apost. Const. v.20. The reading of C 
must be attributed to the indecision of a scribe hesitating between the 
masculine and feminine genders ; the word being sometimes masculine, 
6 Baros (e.g. Exod. ili. 2, 3, 4, Afost. Const. vii. 33), sometimes feminine 
(Deut. xxxiii. 16, Acts vii. 35, Justin Dial, 127, 128, Clem. Hom. 
xvi. 14, Apost. Const. v. 20). So we have él rot Bdarov Mark xii. 26 
(though with an illsupported v. 1.), but emt rijs Barov Luke xx, 37. In 
Justin Diad. 60 (p. 283) we meet with dd tis Barov, 6 Baros, 6 Baros, 
0 Baros, é« ris Barov, in the same chapter. See on this double gender 
of the word Fritzsche on Mark l.c. [The above note was written 
before S was discovered. S reads either émi rod Barov or émt rijs Barov. | 


XVIII. 


p- 79 1. 9 eizwper| etroiper C. 

p. 79 1. 10 6 @eds] S; om. C. 

p- 79 l. 11 év eXéa] This is also the reading of C; but S has 
év éAaiw. 

p. 801. 2 émt wdciov x7.A.] The rest of the quotation to éovfeviicer 
at the end of the chapter is omitted in C. See above p. 230. 

p- 80 1. 10 cov] om. S. 

p. 81 1. 23 sq. 70 oropa...7d xetAn] C ; transposed in S in accordance 
with the Lxx and Hebrew. 


XIX. 


p. 81 1. 28 rocovrwv, rovovrwy] transposed in CS. 2b, ovtws] 
om. C ; kal ovrus S. 
p. 81 1. 29 rarewodpovorty| tarevoppov C. Though A has razewo- 
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$povoy, there can be little doubt about the reading, since Clement uses 
rarrewogpovery ten times elsewhere, but tamewodpwv never. See the 
note p. 17. Moreover, C elsewhere (§ 38) alters ramewogpovey into 


Tamewoppuv. 
ib. 10 tmodets] ‘ submissiveness’, ‘ subordination’. ‘This seems to be 


the meaning of the word, which is very rare in the positive, though 
common in the comparative trodeéorepos ; see Epiphan. Her. lxxvii. 14 
TO vrodets Kal yAaTTwpEvov, a passage pointed out to me by Bensly. 
Accordingly in the Syriac it is rendered diminutio et demissio. Laurent 
says ‘Colomesius male substantivo swdyeciio vertit. Collaudatur enim 
h. 1. voluntaria sanctorum hominum egestas. Vid. Luk. x. 4’; and 
Harnack accepts this rendering ‘ egestas’. But this sense is not well 
suited to the context, besides being unsupported; nor indeed is it 
easy to see how tmode7s could have this meaning, which belongs rather 
to évdeys. It might possibly mean ‘fearfulness’, a sense assigned to it by 
Photius, Suidas, and Hesychius, who explain it drodoBos. But usage 
suggests its connexion with déopa: ‘zndigeo’, like amwodeys, évdejs, xata- 
dens, rather than with déos ¢émor, like adeyjs, repens. 

p. 81 1. 30.sq. tas po qudv yeveds| S; trols zpo adv C, omitting 
yeveds. 

p. 821.17] C; om. S. 

p. 82 1. 2 abrod] C; rod Oeod S. 

p. 82 1. 3 mpagewy] C; add. rovrwv, adeAdot ayarnrol S. 

p. 82 1. 6 Kdopov] C; Aujus mundi S. See above p. 339. 

p. 82 1. 8 KodAnOGpuev] C ; consideremus (= vojowper) e¢ adhereamus S, 
but this is probably only one of the periphrases in which the translator 
abounds. 


XX. 


p. 83 1. 12 dtorxpoe] C; dixarwoe S. 

p. 83 lL. 15 HAs re Kat] S; wAtos kat C. 

ib. dotépwv te xdpou] C; but S translates as if dorepés te kad xdpor. 

p. 83 1. 16 wapexBacews] mapaBaoews C, which destroys the sense. 
S translates zz omni egressu cursus ipsorum, which probably represents 
mapekBdoews, and where it seems to have read dd for diya. For the 
whole passage comp. Afost. Const. vii. 34 woripes...drapaBarov 
awlovres tov Sodixdv Kat Kar’ oddév Tapadddooovtes THs OFS mpoorayns. 
In the immediate neighbourhood is the same quotation from Job xxxviii. 
11 as here in Clement. 

p. 83 1. 19 wavrdyOn] rapmdyOy C. 

p. 83 1. 20 éw abryny] em adris C; in ila S. 


er es 


ee 
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p. 83 1. 23 xptuara] This is also the reading of CS. It must have 
been read moreover by the writer of the later books of the Apostolic 
Constitutions, vii. 35 aveévyviacros Kpiwacw. Dr Hort calls my attention 
to the connexion of words in Ps. xxxvi (xxxv). 5 Ta xpiward cov [woel] 
avocos ToAAH. 

p. 841. 4 70 Kéros x.7.d.] See Apost. Const. vill. 12 0 cveTnoAdpevos 
aBvocov Kol péya KvTos aity wepiOels...mnyats aevaors peOvoas... 
éviavtav KiKAots...vepav opBpotdxwv Siadpopais eis Kapwav yovds Kal 
Ldwv otoracw, or dO pov dvépwv Siomvedvtwv «.7.d., where again the 
resemblances cannot be accidental. 

p. 84 1. 4 ovrws] ovrw C. 

p- 84.1. 5 cuvzpiByjoetar| cvvrpyBycovrat C. 

p- 85 1. 6 avOpwros dréparos| amépavtos avOpwros C. S translates 
intransmeabilis (=dréparos). The proper meaning of azéparros, 
‘boundless’, appears from Clem. Hom. xvi. 17, xvii. 9, 10, where it is 
found in close alliance with depos. See also Clem, Alex. Lragm, 
p. 1020. On the other hand for dméparos comp. e.g. Macar. Magn. 
Apocr. iy. 13 (p. 179) pet TO O€pen kal 7H Xerpdve Todds Kal améparos. 
The lines in A are divided atepan|toc; and this division would assist 
the insertion of the nN. An earlier scribe would write attepa|toc for 
amepa'toc. See Didymus Lagos. Psal. 138 (p. 1596 ed. Migne) «i yap 
Kal oxeavos dmrépayros, GAN obv Kal ot per’ adrov Kdopot tats Tod Seordrov 
Siatayais SuiPdvovras mdvra yap TA Tpds avTov yeyernpéva. Orrou [orrova. ?| 
mot éotlv Tayats Tis éavtod rpovotas Stocovpeva iOvverat, quoted in the 
Church Quarterly 1. p. 240. This language may have been derived 
from Origen, and not directly from Clement. Anyhow the recognition 
of both the various readings, rayats, Siarayais, is worthy of notice. 

p. 85 1. 8 perarapadiddacw] So apparently S; but peradvooacw C, 
an apparent simplification, but a real injury to the sense. 

ib. dvénwv].add. te CS. S translates ventique locorum, as if it had 
read dvepot tre crab par. 

p. 861. 1 rHv] S3 Kal rHv C. 

p- 86 l. 2 dévaoe] aévvaor C. ib. awodavow] C; add. te S. 

ib. byetav| tyievav C. 

p. 86 1. 3 xpos Lwqs] mpds ony C. S translates ea gue ad vitam, 
omitting pafovs altogether. 

p- 86 1. 5 ovwvedctoeis] C; but S translates auxilia, as if it had read 
ovAAnwWets. 

p. 861.8 mpoorepevyotas| S; mpoopedyovtas C. 

p. 87 1. 10 Kat 9 peyadwovvy| C; om. S. 
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XXI. 

p. 87 1. 13 «is Kpipa maow ypiv] cis Kpivara ctv ynpiv C; while 
S translates 7x judicium nobis, The reading of C is explained by a 
confusion of KpimatraciN and KpimMaTtacyNn ; and S is a correction of the 
reading so corrupted. The singular might be accounted for here by 
the absence of rzbui, but in § 28 (see below on p. tor 1. 22) the 
translator deliberately substitutes the singular for the plural in this same 
word. The otv seems to have been dropped purposely; see above 


Pp. 245- 
p. 87 1. 14 atrot] C; om. S. 
p- 87 1. 17 éorw] C; add. nobis S. ib. drt] C; om. (?) S. 


p- 88 1. t Aworaxretv] Aevroraxtety C. There is poetical authority 
for the simple vowel in Aurordgiov: see Meineke Fragm. Com. i. p. 
1214, Ill. p. 71, with the notes. So too in analogous words, wherever 
they occur in verse, the form in « is found: e.g. Auravyys, Aurdvavs, Auro- 
vaitys, AuTdmvoos, AvrocapKys, AuroWvxetv. The grammarians differed on 
this point ; see Chzeroboscus in Cramer’s Anecd. 11. p. 239 A€yer 6 "Qpos 
OTt TavTa TA Tapa TO reirw Sid THs ec SupOdyyou ypaderat, ofov Neurdvews, 
Aeurotagia, Aevmordgvov, Nevrootpariov® 6 Se ‘Opryévys Sua rod c éyer ypa- 
¢eoOa. There seems to be no poetical and therefore indisputable 
authority for the et. 

p- 88 1. 2 paddov] C; add. 8 §, 

p. 881. 5 Xpicrdv] om. CS. 

p. 88 1. 7 yuadv] om. CS. 

p-. 88 1. 8 rod poBov] C; om. S. 

p. 88 1. 10 é&degacPwoav] Bryennios is wrong in giving évSaédrwcav 
as the reading of A and Clem. Alex. ; for both have évdetacbwoav. Yet 
he quotes the passage of Clem. Alex. again in his preface (p. px’) with 
evociEatwoar. 

p. 88 1. 11 BovAnwa] C.  S translates as if cat BovdAnua. 

p. 88 1. 12 ovyjs] This reading, which the sense requires and which 
with Hilgenfeld I had inserted in the text from Clem. Alex., is now 
confirmed by CS. 

p- 88 L. 13 mpookdioes]S; mpooxrAyoes C, This same itacism occurs 
several times in C, § 47, 50. 

p- 89 1. 15 yydv] S; tudv C. 

p. 89 1. 17 7G @cd] Ged (om. 76) C. 

p- 89 1. 18 oatws] C; Oetws S. For other instances of this same 
confusion see above.(p. 404) the note on p. 38 1. 3. 

p- 89 1. 21 dveAct] yavarpet CS. 


eas - 
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p- 89 1. 22 dé] C; om. S. 
p- 89 1. 23 ovrws| ovrw C. . 


p- 89 1. 25 tis éorw...p. 90 1. 7 épvcato airév] om. C, the words 
running on didagw tds’ era modal ai paotuyes xt... where efra is 
introduced to link the parts together. See above p. 230. 

p- 90 L. 1 Kat] om. S. 2b. xetAn| add. cov S with the Lxx. 

p. 90 1. 3 ofOaApol] C ; dre opOadpot S. 

p- 90 L 7 avrov] S here adds TodXati ai Ortpers tod Stxaiov Kat ex 
macév airav pioerar avtov 6 Kipwos’ cal wadw. ‘This is from Ps. xxxiv 
(xxxili). 20, the verse but one following the preceding quotation. The 
txx however has the plural rév dixaiwy, avrovs. The words have 
obviously been omitted in AC owing to the recurrence of IloAAat ai, 
and should be restored accordingly. 

p- 91 1. 8 rods Se eAwiovras] tov Sé éAriGovra CS, with the Lxx. 


XXIII. 

p- 91 1, 11 PoPovpévovs] tods PoBovpevors C. 

p. 91 1 15 oppw yevécOw] S; wéppw ye yevecOw C. See below on 
pF 80,1, 2, ' 

p- 91 1. 16 atry] S; avrot C. By an inadvertence avry is printed 
for airy in my edition. 

p. 92 1.1 ryv duxqv] tH YvxG C. S is doubtful. 

p- 92 l. 3 owBEByxev] cvpBEByxev C. 

p. 92 1. 4 mparov pev pvddopoei] S; om. C. 

p- 92 1. 5 sq. xal pera radra] C; translated in S as if efra, the kat 
being omitted. 


XXIV. 


Pp. 93 1. 13 émidelxvurae Sunvecos qty] Suyvexds yyiv emdecavecr C ; 
monstrat nobis perpetuo S. 

p- 93 1. 14 tiv adrapxnv] C; add. 43y S. 

p- 93 1. 15 Xpicrov|] S; om. C. 

p. 93 l. 16 xaspods] This reading, which I ventured for reasons given 
in the note to substitute for the xa:poy of previous editors, was adopted 
by Gebhardt (ed. 1). C however has xaipév. S translates 7 omni 
tempore. ib. ywopevynv| C; add. ypty S. 

p- 93 1. 17 Koparar...yuépa] C; S translates as if it had read xow- 
parat [rs] vuxrds, dviorarat npépas, ‘a man sleeps in the night, he arises 
in the day’. 

p- 93 1. 18 Hépa] So too Gebh. ; but C has 7 ymepa. I still think 
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that 2¢pa is correct on account of the parallelism. The omission or 
reduplication of a letter in such cases in the MSs is very Common. 
Having inspected A again, I abide by the statement in my note. 

2b. Brérwpev] AGBwpev CS. 

p- 93 lL. 19 6 oxdpos tis ys] This mode of filling the lacuna is 
approved by Tisch. and was adopted by Gebh. (ed. 1). The gram- 
matical objection which I urged against 6 owdpos xéxxov of previous 
editors is sustained by CS, which however read o ozdpos ds xal. 

p- 93 1. 20 sq. Badrev eis ty yy? Kal BrAyfevtwv omeppdtwv, arwa 
awéntwxev «.7.A.| None of the editors have here supplied the lacuna 
aright. The words in C stand thus; ¢Garev eis tiv yiv Exactov Tév 
omeppatwv, atwo. TecovTe K.T.A.; and the text of S was the same so far, 
but the remainder of the sentence is translated as if for mpd xat yupva it 
had read &npav. 


XXV. 


Pp. 95 note. The passage of Job xxix. 18, in relation to the phcenix, 
is the subject of a paper by Merx in his Archiv f. Wiss. Forsch. ad. Alt. 
Test. 1. p. 104 sq. (1871). On the Talmudical references see also 
Lewysohn Zoologie des Talmuds p. 352 sq. The passage in the Assump- 
tion of Moses is discussed by Ronsch in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 7. Wissensch. 
Theol. XVI. p. 553 Sq-, 1874. Ronsch takes the reading profectio 
Phenices, and explains it of the ‘migration from Phoenicia’, i.e. Canaan, 
into Egypt under Jacob. And others also take /ymicis to mean Phoenicia, 
explaining it however in different ways. See Hilgenfeld’s note to Zs. 
Assumpt. p. 130. In this way the phoenix entirely disappears from the 
passage. The phoenix is the subject of an elaborate paper by Larcher 
in the AZém. de Acad. des Inscriptions etc. 1. p. 166 sq. (1815). 

p. 96 1. 1 povoyevés| See also Paradise Lost v. 272 ‘A phoenix gaz’d 
by all, as that so/e bird, When to enshrine his reliques in the Sun’s 
Bright temple to Aigyptian Thebes he flies’. Why does Milton despatch 
his bird to Thebes rather than Heliopolis? The statement about the 
phoenix in Apost. Const. v. 7 pact ydp dpvedv tu povoyeves brapyew K.7.X. 
is evidently founded on this passage of Clement; comp. e.g. «i roivuv... 
80 dddyou épvéov Sefxvurar 7} dvdoraois K7.d. with Clement’s language © 
in § 26. 

p. 97 1. 2 yevomevov te] yevomevov dé CS. 

p. 98 1. 2 rod xpovov] C; add. vite sue S. 

p- 98 1. 3 redevra] ‘C; add. zx tio S. 

ib. onropévys Se] S; onwopévys te C. 
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p. 98 1. 4 yevvara] eyyevvaror CS. The latter translates xascitur in 
ea illic. ib. ds| C3 doris apparently S. 2b. terehevtnKdTos | 
TeAevTyoartos C. 

p- 98 1. 6 onxor exeivov] C; S adds AMIN 1D (= KvKddGev adrod). 

p. 98 1. 8 dvavder] So C, in place of the corrupt form dcavever of A. 
S translates mzgrat volans. 

p- 98 1. 10 mavrwy] arévrov C. ib. émurtas| S; om. C, 
obviously owing to the following ézi. 

p- 98 1. 11 tepets]| C3 add. of ris Aiyirrov S. 

p- 99 l. 13 wewAnpopévov|] S; wAnpovpévov C. 


XXVI. 


p- 99 1. 21 e&nyepOnv] Kat éEnyepOyv CS. 
p- 99 1. 23 avavtAjoacay] avrAjcacav C. S has tulit ( portavit). 


XXVII. 

p. 100 1. 1 mpoodedécbwcar] S; rpocdexerGwoar C. 

p. 100 1. 2 év] om. C. 2b. 76 Sixaio] dikaiw (om. 7) C, 
and so apparently S. 

p- 100 1. 5 7] om. C. ib. ro| So apparently S; om. C. 

p. 100 1, 8 ra ravra] So probably S; wavra C, 

p. too 1. 11 woujoer] S; moujoo C. 

p. tor 1. 13 of] om. C. 

p. ror 1, 14 xeipav] S; om. C. 

p. ror 1. 15 sq. 9 ymépa...yvdow] S; om. C. 

p- ror L. 16 dvayyéhAew] C3 avayyedet S. 


p. ror 1. 16 sq. ovk eialy...odxi] om. C. S transposes Adyou and 


Aadwaf, as in the Lxx. 
p. 101 1. 17 avrév] S; om. C.. The text of S is perhaps corrupted ; 
but, as it stands, it appears as if it had translated tats dwvais, xdopa 


instead of sbp. 


XXVIII. 


p. ror 1. 18 obv] re (M93) S; om. C. 

p. ror 1. 19 drodelropev] amoNirwpev C. 

p- tot 1. 20 puapas] S; BrAaBepds C. It is accented in this way by 
Bryennios. 

p. ror 1, 22 tay peddovTwv kpydrov| C3 Tod péddovros Kplparos 
cpnyt xo") S. As vibud will not make the difference here, the singular 
must have been deliberately substituted. See also § 21 (on p. 87 1. 13). 

p. 101 1. 24 mod adyjgw] C; mot adnéw (apparently) S. 
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p. 102 1. 2 ef éxet] exe? @ CS. ib. éxel 4 Seid cov] S; ov 
éxel ef C. 

p. 102 L. 4 wot ov] wrod ovv C; wot (om. otv) S. 2b. mov 
avodpaoy| mot aodpacy (or -oe) S apparently ; rod tis drodpacet C. 

p- 102 1. 5 ra] om. C; and so S apparently. 


XXIX. 


p. 103 l. 6 ovv] C; om. S. 

p- 103 1. 9 pépos] add. yuds CS. 

p- 103 1. ro On this passage, Deut. xxxii. 8, see also Bleek Hebraer- 
brief Il. p. 229 Sq. 

p- 104 1. 1 éyevyOy] C3; Kat every Oy S. 

p- 104 1. 5 aya] C; S has a singular (wip), but it may not represent 
a different reading. 


XXX. 


p- 104 1. 6 ‘Ayiov ob pepis]° “Ayia obv pep C, but this destroys 
the point of the passage. S reads “Ayia ovv pepis, an intermediate 
reading : see the introduction p. 245. 

p. s05 1. 8 ze] S; poms. tb. Aayvovs| avayvovs CS. 
2b. ovpadoxds| C ; Kat ovmdoxas S, which renders cvpaAoxds by conten- 
tones ( jurgia). 

P. 105 L 9 puoepay porxelav, BdeAveT#v K.7.d.] pvoepay (pvoapav C) 
Te potxelav kal BdeAvKTHV k.t.d. CS. 

p- 105 1. 10 Meds] 0 Oeds C. 

p. 105 l. 12 ao] S;'om. C. 

p. 105 l. 14 Karadahias...€avrovs] C; S translates as if xataXaXids... 
éavrdv, Connecting amd wavrds YOvpirpod with éyxparevdpevor, 

p. 105 1. 15 xat]S; om. C. 

p. 106 1, 1 4] et C; 9 (apparently) S, which translates the whole sen- 
tence, //le gui multum dicit et audit in hac (hoc) quod qui bene loguitur etc. 

p. 106 1 2 etdAoynuevos] om. C; while S substitutes yevvytos, thus 
repeating the word twice, 4959 seqvbs. 

p- 106 1. 3 ndv] S; dpav C, 


p. 106 L. 4 @cd] 7G Ocd C, ib. yap] C; om. S. 
p. 106 1. § aya6ys] S; om. C. 2b. npav] Sudv CS. 


Pp. 106 1. 8 imo rod @cot] S; om. C; see above p. 228. 
p. 106 1. 9 mpatrns] mpadrys C. S transposes Tarewodpoovvy and 


mpairys, but this is probably only for the convenience of translation ; 
see above p. 2309. 
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XXXI. 

p- 107 1. 14 du miorews|S; om. C. i 

p- 107 1. 16 yddws] C; Kal ndéws S, if indeed it be not an accidental 
error of some Syriac transcriber. 2b. éyéveto| mpoonyero CS. 


XXXII. 


p. 107 1. 20 "Eay] This was accepted by Tisch. and Gebh. (ed. 1) 
in place of ef read by previous editors, and is confirmed by C, which 
reads “O av. This appears to be a corruption, though accepted by 
Bryennios and subsequent editors. S has gue si as if & édv. 

In my lower note ‘conjunctive’ should be read for ‘conjunction’. 

p. 107 1. 21 va] om. C. 

p- 107 1. 22 avrot] S; avrdy C, with A. ‘ab. tepets| ot tepets C. 

2b. re] om. CS. 

p. 108 1. 3 xara] C; of card S, a repetition of the last syllable of 
nyovpevor. In Iren. Fragm. 17 (Stieren, p. 836) a double descent is 
ascribed to our Lord, é« 8& rod Aevt cal rod “Iovda 70 Kara odpka, ws Baot- 
Neds Kal iepeds, eyevvj Oy. 


p. 108 1. 4 8] re CS. ib, avtod] S; om. C. 
p- 108 1. 5 d0éy | S; raga C. 20. Tov} om. C. 
p- 108 |. 9 avrod] C; rod @eoi S. ib. kal npets...0edyjparos 


avros| S; om. C, obviously owing to the homeeoteleuton. 
p- 109 1. 14 mdvras] amavtas C. 
p- 109 1. 15 ray aidvov] S; om. C. See also below on p. 141 |. 20. 


XXXII. 

p- 109 1. 16 Té odv roujowper, ddeApoi] S; Ti obv epodper, ayarnrot C. 
This variation is obviously suggested by S. Paul’s language in Rom. 
vi. 1, where the argument is the same: see above p. 227. 

ib. dpynowpev| apynoopev C. 

p- 109 1. 17 kat] S; om. C. ab. éyxatadetrwper| Kara- 
Naowev C. The reading of S is doubtful. 

p- 10g note. For ‘S. Paul and S. John’ read ‘S. Paul and S. James’. 

Mai (Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. vu. p. 84) in his extracts from Leontii 
et Johannis Aer. Sacr. Lid. ii, after giving an extract ascribed to 
Clement of Rome (printed p. 213 of my edition), says in a note ‘Et 
quidem in codice exstat locus ex 1 ad Cor. cap. 33, quem exscribere 
supersedeo’ etc. This language led me (pp. 10, 109) without hesitation 
to ascribe the quotation from § 33 also to this work of Leontius and 
John, as Hilgenfeld had done before me. To this Harnack takes 
exception (p. Ixxiii), stating that the extract in question occurs ‘in libro 
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quodam zncert: auctoris (sine jure conjecerunt Hilgf. et Lightf. in Leontez 
et Loannis Sacr. Rer. lib.)’s He seems to have imterpreted Mai’s ‘in 
Codice’ not, as it naturally would be interpreted, ‘in ¢e manuscript’, but 
‘in @ manuscript’. Accordingly elsewhere (p. 17) he quotes Dressel’s. 
words ‘ Melius profecto fuisset, si ipsum locum exscripsisset [Maius] aut 
Msti numerum indicasset. Codicem adhuc quaero’, and adds ‘ Virum 
summe reverendum Vercellone(t), qui rogatu Dresselii schedulas Angeli 
Maii summa cum diligentia perquisivit, nihil de hoc capite invenisse, 
Dresselius mecum Romae mens. April. ann. 1874 communicavit’. 
Not satished with this, I wrote to my very kind friend Signor 
Ignazio Guidi in Rome, asking him to look at the ms of Leontius and 
John and see if the extract were not there. There was some difficulty 
in finding the Ms, as it was brought to the Vatican from Grotta Ferrata 
after the alphabetical catalogue was far advanced, and is not included 
therein ; but through the intervention of Prof. Cozza it was at length 
found. As I expected, the extract is there. Signor Guidi, whom I 
sincerely thank for all the trouble which he has taken on my behalf in 
this as in other matters, sends me the following transcript. 


Cod. Gree. Vat. 1553. f. 22 

Tod aylou KAnmevTOs Pans ex THS Tpos KopwOous ériorodFs. 

autos yap 6 Snmioupyos Kat Seordrys tav ardvtwv emi Tols Epyors avroo 
dyaAdetau TO yap Tappeyertatw (sic) avrod Kpater ovpavods éoryprtev Kat 
TH axaradyrry avrod cuvéce duexdopnoev adrovs: yhv dt dtexwpirev aro 
TOU mepéxovtos avtyv VdaTos Kal EdSpacev (sic) ext tov dogdadh rod iSuov 
OedAnparos Oepédiov" ert tovrous tov éforatov (sic) Kat cere avOpwrov 
Tats idiars avTod Kat duos xepolv &rAacev THs EavTOD cikdvos Xupaxriipa 
oUTws yap prow 0 Oeds sel ba ald sonia Kat eixdva Kat Ka6? Gpoiwat 
ipecnipow kal éroinoev 6 eds tov avOpwrov a, oe kai Od ewoineev arrods’ 
Tatra obv mdvra reeusoas emaivecey (sic) aird Kal eddéynoev Kat elrev 
avéaveobe kal wAnbiverbe. 


Tov avrod ék THs O émorodjijs 


a Kal yevopeOa, x.7.A. (as printed above je ats) 
It will be seen by a comparison of this quotation in Leontius 
and John from § 33 with the same passage as quoted by John of 


Damascus, that the latter cannot have taken it directly from Clement — 


but must have derived it from these earlier collectors of extracts. 


pP. 110 lr ef quiv ye yevnbiva] ef? ajpiv yevnOjvac CS. In a 
former passage (see above on p. 91 1 15) we have seen the same 
phenomenon, though, the relations of A and C are there reversed, 
A omitting and C inserting ys. The ye is required here. 
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p- 110 1. 4 Sypuovpyds x.7.d.] So Clem. Hom. xvii. 8 ravrev Snp.ovp- 
yov kat deaadtynv ovra. This is not the only passage where the author 
of the Clementine Homilies betrays the influence of the genuine 
Clement: see pp. ro, 61. 

p- 110 1. 5 ayaAdarat| aydAXerat C, and so Leont., Damasc. 

p- 110 1. 6 7] Leont., Damasc.; év 79 C. S is doubtful. 

p- 110 lL. 10 éavrod] S ; éavrav C. 2b. Siarager| I ventured to 
_ substitute this for the zpoordge of previous editors. It was accepted 
by Gebhardt, and is found in C. S has mandato, which doubtless 
represents dvaraget. 

p. 111 lL. 11 @adaocay te Kai] Padaccav kat CS. ib. ™podn- 
puovpyyjoas| mpoctounacas CS. 

p. 111 L. 12 76 e€oywrarov...avOpwrov| So also C, except that it has 
ToppeyeOéctatov for wappéyees (see above p. 228). On the other 
hand Leont., Damasc., S read tov ééoxwrarov (ééorarov Leont. MS) Kat 
rappeyeOn davOpwrov, omitting Kard dudévowwv. Evidently these two 
words were a stumbling-block. 

p. 111 1. 15 ovrws] Leont., Damasc.; otrw C. 

p- 111 1. 19 eidopev| tdwmev CS. . 2b. trot] In my note I sug- 
gested the omission of this word, and Gebhardt accordingly omitted it. 
It is wanting in CS. 

p- t11 1. 20 exoopybycav] C3; exoipynPyoar S. 


p. 112.1. 1 ovv] de CS. 2b. épyous| add. ayafots CS. 
p. 112 1. 3 eg] xat e€ CS. ib. iaxvos] THis iaxvos C. 
XXXIV. 


p. 112 1. 6 6 vebpds| C ; 6 8 vwbpos S. 

p. 112 L. 7 dvropbadpeiv] Comp. dvroppareiv Apost.. Const. vi. 2. 

p. 112 1. 8 Huds] C3; vpas S. 

p. 112 1. 9 é& a’rod] C. S translates as if it referred to mpobvpovs 
vpas evar eis ayo.dorottar. 

p- 112 1. 10 6 Kvpuos] Kvpuos (om. 0) C. 

p- 113 lL. 12 é drys] CS insert turrevovras before these words. The 
insertion simplifies the construction and is doubtless correct ; see above 
p- 226. ib. tyxpret] pdt C, and so probably S; as it is pointed 
out in my note that usage requires. 

p- 113 l. 18 ropeorrjxewav...2derospyouv] C; but S translates them 
as presents. 

p- 113 1. 20 riots] S;3 y9 C. 

p. 113 1. 21 79 cwvedyoe] translated in S iz wna conscientia. On 
the meaning of cuveidnots here, see above, p. 404. 
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p. 114 1. 2 6pOadpos}] a ofpOadpos CS, as in r Cor. il. 9. 

p-. 114 1. 3 doa] C; om.S. 0b. yroipacey| add.. Kupuos CS. 
In 1 Cor, ii. 9 it is 0 @eos. tb. tois UTopévovew] Tots ayardow CS; 
obviously from 1 Cor. ii. 9. It is clear on the other hand, that Clement 
read tots Yropévovow from the words which follow at the beginning of 
the next chapter, tiva otv apa éotiv ta Eroalopeva Tots vropevovew ; 
see below on p.,144 1. 3. For the expedient of S to reestablish the 
connexion which has thus been severed by the substitution of a different 
word, see below on p. 1161. 5. 


XXXV. 


p. 115 1. 8 vrémurrey ravta| vrorirre mavta C ; vrorizrovra S, some 
letters having dropped out, yromimte[itta]NTa. 

p- 116 lL. 2 sq. Kal waryp Taév aivvev 6 ravayios| S; tov aidver Kai 
Tatnp Tavaytos C. 

p- 116 1. 3 wavaywos] Mr Bensly has pointed out to me that the 
word occurs in 4 Macc. vii. 4, xiv. 7, a work which is supposed to be 
earlier by a few years than Clement’s epistle. 

p. 116 1. 5 vropevovrwy] C; add. xat dyardvrwy S, obviously in 
order to bring the statement into connexion with the altered form of 
quotation adopted at the end of the preceding chapter, trois ayaréow 
avrov for Tots Vropevovew autor. tb. avrov] om. CS. 

p. 116 1. 6 trav ernyyehpevov Swpedv] tadv Swpedv tdv empyyedpe 
vov C, and so probably S. 

p. 116 1. 7 dyamyroi| C; om. S. ib. 4] 9 (om. H) C. ab. Sa 
miotews| dua being absent from A and supplied by the editors generally 
after Young. This is confirmed by S, which has fer fidem. On the 
other hand C reads simply muords, which was Hilgenfeld’s emendation ; 
but it must be regarded merely as a scribe’s correction of wiorews after 
the dua had disappeared; see above, p. 245. 

p- 1161.8 exfytrdpev] exlyrjocwpe C. tb. ta eddperta Kat 
evrpoadexta, avtd| S; ra ayaba kat edipeota atta Kal edrpoadexta C. 

p- 117 1. 12 dvopiay] wovnpiav CS. tb. mreoveSiav] S; om. C. 

p. 117 l. 13 vrepnpaviav te] C3 cal vrepndpaviay S. 

p- 117 1. 14 advAdogeviay] the reading of CS. The duty of dirokevia 
was the subject of a special treatise by Melito, Euseb. H. &. iv. 26. 

p. 117 1. 18 Senyq] exdiyyp C. This is a various reading in the Lxx 
also. S is doubtful. 

p- 117 1. 19 emt] dua CS. 

p. 117 1. 20 od*8e...p. 118 1. 2 0 fvdpevos] om. C. After the 
omission comes kal év 70 réAet Ovoia aivecews K.T.A. 
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p. 117 1. 22 érreovacev] emdedvager S. 

p. 117 1. 26 dvope] dvopiav S, a various reading in the Lxx. 

p. 118 1. 1 wopaorisw ce Katd mpdcwndv cov] Tapacticw Kata 
wpocwrdv gov Tas apaprias cov S, a various reading in the Lxx; see 
p. 244. 

p. 118 1. 4 4] qv CS, and so some ss of the Lxx. ib. atta] C3; 
adrots S, ib. rod @eod] S; pov C. 

p. 118 1. 8 rovrov] C; rotro S, and so Il. 9, 10, but not Il. 11, 13. 
ib. drevicwpev] darevilopev C; contemplemur (or contemplabimur) S. 

p- 118 1. 9 évorrpilopebal C; videamus (or videbimus) tanguam in 
speculo S. 


XXXVI. 


p. 119 l. 10 WvewdxOyoar] dvewxOqoav C. 

p. 119 l. 12 Oavpaorov] C; om. S, with Clem. Alex. See the note 
on § 59, p. 286 above. Comp. also Clem. Alex. Ped. i. 6 (p. 117) mpos 
TO aldvov avatpéexopev pas. ib. avrov| om. CS, with Clem. Alex. 

p- 119 1. 13 rs aOavdrov yrscews] C; but S translates mortts 
stientia, i.e. Oavdérov yvscews, where trys has been absorbed in the 
final syllable of the preceding Seordrys and @avarov is written for 
dOavdrov. For an instance of Oavaros for advaros see [Clem. Rom.] 
ii. § 19 (p. 339), and conversely of advaros for Oavaros, Ign. LAr. 7. 

p. 119 l 15 dow] The reading of A is oow, not ow (=oowr), as I 
have incofrectly stated. 

p. 119 1. 16 dvopa KexAXypovdpyxer] Kexhypovopnxey dvopa C, as in 
Fieb. i. 4. 

p- 119 1. 18 zvpos drdya] pArdya mupds C, as eg. Rev. ii. 18; for 
here C departs from the text of Heb. i. 7, which has rupes pdya. 


XXXVII. 


p.12t 1, 11 edeuricas] éxrixds C; leniter (placide) W833 S. 
The word éxrikds means ‘habitually’, and so ‘familiarly’, ‘ easily’, 
‘readily’ (i.e. “as a matter of habit’); comp. Epict. Dass. iii. 24. 78 
ovrdoypors wy dvadions éxtuxcirepov, Plut. Mor. 802 F Extikas 7) 
rexvixds 7) Suouperixds, Porph. de Adst. iv. 20 TO aitiov TOD oUppevely 
” a XN Lal e ” / hi * et , Xr be 
clrous dv. Kal tod éxrixds Siapéverv, Diod. Sic. iii. 4 pedery modvxpovp 
Kal pvp yopvdlovres tas Wuxds éxrikds ExaoTa Tov YEypapypeveov 
dvayweécKovet, i.e. ‘fluently’ (where he is speaking of reading the 
hieroglyphics). So here, if the reading be correct, it will mean ‘as 
a matter of course’, ‘promptly’, ‘readily’.. The adjective’ is used. in 
the same sense, e.g, Epict. Diss. ii, 18. 4 el re wordy Cedars Exruxor. 


CLEM, 28 
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The reading of C confirms my account of A as against Tischendorf’s, 
though he still adhered to his first opinion after my remarks, There 


can be little doubt now, I think, that it has eydktik[ac] as described in 


my note, and not eyekTac] as read by Tisch.; for the latter has 
no relation to the éxrixkds of C. The ey (altered from el, as it was 
first written) must be explained by the preceding ey of evrd«rws catching. 
the scribe’s eye as he was forming the initial letters of either extTikac 
or elkTikKwc. He had written as far as €l, and at this point he was 
misled by the same conjunction of letters Twcey just before. Whether 
this el was the beginning of eiKTIK@c, or an incomplete ex as the begin- 
ning of ekTikac, may be doubtful. In the latter case we must suppose 
that the second 1, written above the line, was a deliberate (and perhaps 
later) emendation to get a word with an adequate sense; but on the 
whole it seems more probable that he had elktikwc in his copy, and 
not €kTIkwc as read in C. If so, eixrixds has the higher claim to be 
regarded as the word used by Clement. It is difficult to say whether 
the rendering in S represents cikrixds or éxtixds. In the Peshito Luke 
vil. 25 N3°D5 stands for padaxos, and in the Harclean Mark xiii. 28 
for awahos. Thus it seems slightly nearer to eixrixds than to éxruxds. 
The word cixruxds occurs Orig. de Princ. iii. 15 (1. p. 124), and occasion- 
ally elsewhere. On these adjectives in -txés see Lobeck Phryn. p. 228. 

p- 121 1. 12 émtreAotow] tedodo. C. The reading of S is doubtful. 

2b. ov mavres «.t.A.]| Comp. Senec. De Trang. An. 4 ‘ Quid si militare 
nolis nisi imperator aut tribunus? etiamsi alii primam frontem tenebunt, 
te sors inter triarios posuerit, inde voce, adhortatione, exemplo, animo 
milita’. 

p. 121 1. 13 érapxo] C; S adopts the Greek word drapyor, but it 
perhaps does not imply any variation in the Greek text. 

p. 121 1. 15 émiracodmeva] vroracodpeva C. The converse error 
appears in the Ms of Ign. Zphes, 2 émiraccopevor for vrotaccdpmevot. 

p. 122 1. 3 otd€v eorw] So probably S; éorw oder C. 

p. 122 lL. 5 ovwervet] cuprve C. 

p- 122 1. 6 xpyrat] xparac C; see the note on p. 195 1. 21 in these 
Addenda (below, p. 452). 


XXXVIII. 


p- 122 1. 9 Ijaod] om. CS. 
p. 122 1. 10 cal] om. CS. ' 
Pp. 122 1 11 pa) drypedeirw] where A has mytmmeAcitw. CS read 
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TypeXeirw, Omitting the 7. Obviously the a of aryedeirw had already 
disappeared in their mss, as it has in A, and they are obliged to strike 
out the counterbalancing negative wy in order to restore the sense ; 
see above, p. 245. 

p- 122 1 x1r sq. évrperérw] évrperéoOw C. This is demanded by 
the sense. The active évrpewérw, as read in A, cannot have the meaning 
‘reverence’, which is required here. I cannot explain how I over- 
looked this very necessary correction. It is no excuse that all the 
editors before and after me, apparently without exception, were equally 
guilty with myself. Yet Gebhardt (ed. 2) still retains the solcecistic 
evTperéru. 

p. 123 1. 15 sq. év épyois] epyous C, thus omitting the preposition in 
the second clause, while conversely Clem. Alex. omits it in the first 
and retains it in the second. S has it in both; but no stress can be 
laid on the fact, since the translator frequently repeats the preposition 
when it does not recur in the Greek: see above, p. 239 sq. 

p. 123 1. 16 tamewodpovav] and so probably S; ramewod¢pwv C, as 
also Clem. Alex. See above, on p. 81 1. 29. 

p- 123 1. 17 ud’ érépov éavrov] éavroy vp’ éErépow C. § translates the 
sentence sed ab alits testimonium detur (pwaprpeicOw) super ipso. 

p. 123 1. 18 ésrw xa] Laurent in his edition substitutes 77w kat 
which is an improvement on his first suggestion, since yrw is better 
adapted to the space, besides being the form of the imperative found 
elsewhere in Clement, § 48. CS omit the words altogether reading 
6 dyvos év TH capt py adaLovevécOw, as does Clem. Alex. : see above, 
p. 245. Here again the corrector’s hand is manifest; see my note, 
p. 123. Dr Hort would read oryrw xat, comparing 1 Cor. vil. 37. 


p. 123 1. 21 xat rives] C; om. S. ib. ciondAOapev] <iond- 


Bopev C. 
p. 123 1. 22 ws ék rod ragpov] éx roiov tapov CS; a great improve- 
ment. ib. 6 moucas| o wAacas CS. 


p. 1241. 1 tov xdcpov] C; hunc mundum S, but it probably does 


not represent a various reading ; see above, p. 339. 
p-. 1241. 3 xara wavra] C ; om. S. 


XXXIX. 

p- 124 1. 6 "Adgpoves...araiSevror] S; “Adpoves kat amaidevrot Kat 
pwpot C. 

p. 1241. 11 KxaBapos] C; xban corruptor S; see above p. 243. The 
translator may perhaps have had ¢6¢pos in his text. ib. éarau| C ; 


eotw S. ib. &vaytt| évayriov C. 
28—2 
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p. 1241. 12 ei} C3 7S: 

p. 125 lL. 13 atrod] éavrod C. ib. ov] C3; om. S. 
ib. muotever| C5; moredoer S. 

p. 125 l. 16 érauev avrovs] C; érecov airod S; see above, p. 245- 
ib. ontos tpérov| Tisch. now accepts my reading of A. 

p. 125117 é] C; om. S. 


pe teslacore Cs HS; ib. aor] so probably S; gov C. 
ib. dry] ower C. 

p. 125 1. 22 dé] C; om. S. ib. Badovras] Baddovtras C; and 
S also has a present. ib. edbéws} evbis C. 


p. 126 L 1 éketvos yroipacra] C; exetvor yroiuacay S. The 1xx 
has éxetvoe ovvipyayov. 


XL. 


p. 126 l. 3 rovrwy] C; add. adeAdgoi S. 

p. 127 1. 5 doa] C3 sicut (ws?) S. 

p. 1281. 1 émedds] Of this conjectural insertion of mine Gebh. 
says ‘fort. recte’. It is wanting however in C, as well as in A. This 
is not the only instance where the recurrence of the same letters has 
led to an omission in both Mss. The awkwardness created by the 
omission of ézipedos is remedied in S by omitting also éxiredctoGar 
kai; see above, p. 245. 

p. 128 1. 2 téxeXevoevt] The obeli and the critical note are wrongly 
assigned to this éxeAevoey through inadvertence. They belong to the 
previous éxéXevoey (p. 127 1. 5), as indeed the tenour of the note 
shows. This error is pointed out by Tisch. (Pref p. viii), and 
Gebhardt has tacitly transferred my remarks to the proper éxéAevcev. 
C has éxéXevoe in p. 127 1. 5, and this was also the reading of S. 
ib. GAN] dddd C. 

p. 128 1. 3 dpais 70d re] C; S translates as if it had read pais ré 
TOV. 

p. 128 1. 4 vreptdry] vreptary C. ib. wavra] This emendation 
is accepted by Gebh. . C reads wavra ra with A. The omission of ra is 
confirmed by S. 

p. 128 1. § év evdoxyoe] C; S seems to have taken évevdoxyjoe (one 
word) as a verb, also reading etvas for ety, or translating as if it had so" 
read. ‘The sentence is rendered, z/a ut, guum omnia pie fiant, velit ut 
acceptabilia sint voluntati sue. ib. «in| add. wavra C, notwithstanding 

“the previous wdvra. 
p: 128 1. 6 wpooreraypévois| mpoorayeicr C. 
p- 129 1. 9 apytepet] C3; apxrepetor S. This alteration is probably 
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due to a misapprehension of a scribe or of the translator, who supposed 
that. the Christian high-priests (bishops).were alluded to. 

p. 129 1. 10 6 dros] téros [om. 6] C. S translates as if it had 
read idious tomas. 

p. 129 1 rr Aevirais...émixewrar] C3 levite ia ministers propriis 
ponuntur S. 

p. 129 1. 12 déderar] Sedorar CS. 


XLI. 

p. 129 1. 13 vay] ypav CS. 

p- 129 lL 14 exapioteirw] evapeoreirw CS. Though this seems 
simpler, evxapicretrw is doubtless the right reading; see my note here 
and comp. § 38, together with Rom. xiv. 6, 1 Cor. xiv. 17. For another 
instance of the confusion between evapeorety and evxapioreiv in our 
authorities see § 62 (p. 297, above). 

p- 130 L. 1 py wapexBaivwr] C ; et perjiciens S. 

p- 130 lL. 2 rpooépovra] C; om. S. 

p- 130 l. 3 evxav] mpocevydv C. The same v.1. appears in James 
v. 15, 16, Ign. Ephes. 10, Rom. 9. The tendency is to substitute 
apocevxy for «x7, as being the commoner word. 

p- 130 1. 4 wAqppedcias] wAnupednpdrov C. S has a singular. I 
have omitted to record in my notes the reading of A, wAnppedtac. 
2b. pévy] S; om. C, as a pleonasm after add’ 7. For the language here 
comp. Afost. Const. ii. 25 dard tév Ovovdv kai amd maons TAyppedetas Kal 
Tept apapTiav. 

p- 131 L. 5 xpoodéperar] C ; offeruntur sacrificia S. 

p-. 131 1. 7 trav] C; ceterorum S. 

p- 131 L. 8 BovAycews] Bovdyjs C. The reading of S is uncertain. 

p- 132 1. 1 mpootipor] It should be added that this is a very common 
word in inscriptions for ‘a fine’. 

p- 132 1. 2 do@] C; add. yap S. 


XLII. 

p. 132 1. 4 evpyyeAloOyoar] rendered as a transitive evangelizaverunt 
in S. 

p. 132 1. 5 6 Xpuords] Xpuords (om. 0) C. 

p. 132 1. 6 eéeréuhOy...drd rod @eod] om. C, owing to the homeeo- 
teleuton. My punctuation of this passage is accepted by Gebhardt and 
Harnack and by Hilgenfeld (ed. 2), and is confirmed by S. For other 
instances of the omission of the verb in similar antithetical clauses sec 
- Rom. v. 18, 1 Cor. vi. 13, Gal. il. 9. 
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p. 132 1. 8 AaBovres] C; add. of ardcrodn S. 

p. 132 1, 10 ypdv] om. C. The reading of S is uncertain: see 
‘above, p. 323. 

p- 133 L. 13 Kabicravoy] Kabioray C. 

p. 133 1. 14 7@ mvevpari] C; spiritu sancto (or rather sanctos, for the 
word has 7ibw2) S. 

P- 133 1. 16 Kawds| C5 Kevds S. 

Pp. 133 1. 18 ovrws] ovrw C. 


XLITI. 

p- 134 L 6 eyxododvOyncav| yKodovPycav C. 

p- 1341.9 gvrév] C; add. racdr [rot] “Iopana S. 

p- 134 lL. 12 abrds] S; airds C. ib, tois| év tots C, a 
repetition of the last syllable of éo¢dpaywev. 

p- 134 1. 15 woatrws kai] So duolws cat Ign. Ephes. 16, 19. 

p. 135 1. 16 faBdovs] C; Otpas S.. This must, I think, be the right 
reading, for it removes a great difficulty: see above, p. 242.' 

p. 135 1. 19 rov] om. C. 

p- 135 l. 20 émedeiEaro] eredase C 

p. 135 l. 21 tds oppayidas| C; om. S. 

P- 135 lL. 22 mpoéeper] ‘Tisch. allows that the reading of A may as well 
be Toe... as Tpoc... and accepts my correction zpoépeper. So too 
did Gebhardt (ed. 1)... C has mpoetde, which with the v paragogic 
(apoeiAev) must be substituted on the ground of evidence, though 
mpoaipe Promere is not the most natural word. S has swstudit. 

p. 135 1. 23 tod *Aapdy] approved by Tisch, and accepted by Geb 
(ed. 1). C however reads “Aapov without the article. 

p. 135 L. 25 mpoéyvw] ponder C. 

p. 135 l. 27 eis to] wore C, and so apparently S. The variation is to 
be explained by the uncial letters eicto, octe. 

p- 135 1. 28 @eod] S; Kvpéov C. S translates as if it had read tod 
povov adyOvod Oeod. 


XLIV. 

p- 136 1. « éorot] C; but S seems to have read éorw. 

ib, éri| epi C, and so apparently S. 

p. 136 1. 2 ovv] C; om: S. 

p. 136 1. 4 émtpovav] C has éridopunv, a reading which, so far as I am 
aware, has never been suggested before. It can hardly be correct and 
is probably an attempt to emend érwopyv. S has spa Sy SAyyB 
PWD PWIN NT NIDIN SW AN yan) e¢ zz medio (interim). super probatione 
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(émi Soxipny or ert Soxiun) dederunt etiam hoc ita ut si homines ex iis etc. 
Hilgenfeld (ed. 2), not knowing the reading of S, conjectured émi doxipy, 
which he explains kat weragd (‘jam conditis ecclesiis’) émt doxiypy cOwKav 
(TO dvopa THs émitKxomys) Orws (‘hac ratione inducta’) «.7.A., adding ‘jam 
ecclesiarum ai azapxat spiritu probati episcoporum et diaconorum 
munera susceperunt, post eos sola probationis ratione episcopi constituti 
sunt’. But notwithstanding the coincidence of this conjecture with S, I 
do not think that a reading so harsh can possibly stand. I ought to 
have said that the original author of the emendation éamovyv, to which 
I still adhere, is mentioned by Ussher (Ignat. Zzs¢. Proleg. p. cxxxvii) 
who quoting the passage adds this note in his margin; ‘ériporyv D. 
Petrus Turnerus’ hic legit, ut con¢inuatio episcopatus ab Apostolis stabi- 
lita significetur ; quod Athanasiano illi, cat BéGoua péver, bene respondet’. 
The word ézwopyyv is retained by Laurent, who explains it ‘adsignatio 
muneris episcopalis’ (a meaning of érwoywyn which though possible is 
unsupported, and which even if allowable in itself would be very 
awkward here) ; and (in their first edition) by Gebhardt and Harnack, 
where it is interpreted ‘dispositio, preeceptum’ (a meaning which 
would be adequate indeed, but which the word could not, I think, possi- 
bly have). In ed. 2 however Harnack expresses a belief that the word 
is corrupt and suggests émBodAyv. Hagemann (Romische Kirche p. 684) 
conjectures érwopiv, ‘d. h. wenn diese Form des Accusativs von émwopis 
nachgewiesen werden kénnte’; and Dr Hort quite independently sug- 
gests to me ‘émevouida, or conceivably but improbably érivomw, as we 
have both xdpira and xapw, vyorida and vijoriy, xdetda and xAciv’, and 
refers to Philo de Creat. Princ. 4 (1. p. 363 M) where Deuteronomy is so 
called [comp. Quis rer. div. 33, 51, & PP. 495, 509]. Donaldson 
conjectures enna an addition’ (Zheol. Rev. Jan. 1877, p. 45), and 
Lipsius éxerd-yyv (Jen. Lit. 13 Jan. 1877). 

2b. SeSuxacw] edwxay C. 

p- 136 1 5 KopyPacw] tives KowynOdow C, and similarly omines 
ex its S. ib. avSpes]| S; om. C. These two last are obviously 
emendations to make the sense Rites 

p- 137 1. 7 dvdpdv] C; add. éxAeheypevovs S. 

p- 137 1. 10 dBavaticws| aBavacws C. ab. te] C; om. S. 

p. 138 L 1 rovrovs] C ; add. oty S. 


1 Fellow of Merton and Savilian Professor at Oxford (+ 1651), a man of great and 
varied learning. He was a friend of Laud’s and was ejected from his fellowship and 
professorship by the Parliamentarians : see Wood’s Athene Oxonienses Il. p. 152 


(ed. 2). 
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p. 138 1. 2 dmoBaréc0a] admoBadrecfa. C: see my note. It is 
rendered by an active verb in S. 

p. 138 1. 3 oro] S; éoriv C. 

p. 138 1. 5 paxapiot] C ; add. ydp S. 

p- 139 L 9 rodtrevopévovs] S; woditevoapévovsC. 2b. apdurtws] C; 
om. S, probably from a feeling that it was inappropriate with rerinevns. 

p- 139 1. 10 reryunuévys] So too CS. My emendation rernpnpévys 
was accepted by Gebh. (ed. 1), and indeed it seems to be required not- 
withstanding the coincidence of our existing authorities. In their 2nd 
edition however Gebhardt and Harnack return to teryypévys, explaining 
it ‘officio quo inculpabiliter ac legitime honorati erant’, and supposing 
that ryzay revi te can mean ‘aliquid alicui tamquam honorem tribuere’. 
But the passages quoted by them, which seem to favour this meaning, 
Pind. Of [L Pyth.] iv. 270 Tluav ré cor tive aos, Soph. Ant. 514 
éxeivy SvoceBy tTYnds xapw [comp. also 47. 675], are highly poetical. 
Moreover even in these the expression must be referred to the original 
meaning of tidy, ‘to respect (and so ‘to scrupulously observe’) 
a thing for a person’ (comp. e.g. Eur. Orest. 828 watpeav tipdv ydépw 
with Soph. Avzé. l.c.); and thus they afford no countenance for a passive 
use tysdoai tw ‘to be bestowed as an honour on a person’. The 
instances of the passive, which are quoted in their note, all make against 
this interpretation ; e.g. Euseb. 7. #. x. 4 yepapa dpovijcer mapa cod 
rerynpéve, Const. Ap. il. 26 6 éricxoros...Ocod aéia rerrunuevos. If reri- 
pywévys can stand at all here, it must mean ‘respected’, ie. ‘duly 
discharged’. Hilgenfeld (ed. 2) speaks favourably of rernpnuévns. 


XLV. 


p- 140 1. 1 rept tév avyxdvrev] My conjecture was approved by 
Tisch. and accepted by Gebh., and is now confirmed by C. S trans- 
lates €ore as an indicative, and is obliged in consequence to insert a 
negative with avyjxdvrwy, thus falling into the same trap as the editors. 
Omit the reference to Ign. Polyc. 7 in the lower note. ib. év- 
kumrere] éycendpare C; i [éy]xexdare S. ib. tas ypadas] C ; 
tds tepds ypadds S. This is probably taken from § s3 émioracde tas 
lepas ypadds, dyamyrot, kat éykexipare els ra Adyta TOD Beod.. 


p. 140 1. 2 tds rod mvevuaros] This emendation, which I proposed 


somewhat hesitatingly, was adopted by Gebhardt in place of the pyjoes 
avevpatos of previous editors, It is confirmed to a greater extent than I 
could have hoped by CS, which have tds Sud tod wvevyaros. It is diffi- 
cult however to see how there was room for so many letters in the 


—————  — 
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Jacuna of A; for the space left for racSvatov is at most half a letter 
more than is taken up in the next line by ortovd, i.e. six letters. Since 
the lacunz here are at the beginnings, not (as commonly) at the ends 
of the lines, there can be no uncertainty about the spaces. 

p- 140 l. 4 yédyparrat] yéyparro C. ib. wore evpycere] 
approved by Tisch. and adopted by Gebh. (ed. 1). C however has ody 
evpyoere, which was anticipated by Laurent, and similarly S on invenitis 
(a present tense). 

p. 140 1. 7 vo tapavopwv] C; add’ vrd tapavopwr S. ib. vro 
tév| amo tév C; GAN vo (or aro) tdv S; see above, p. 244. , 

p- 140 1. 8 puapov] This emendation was accepted by Gebh., and is 
confirmed by C. S has puapav. ib, adtxov] C3; adikwr S ; 
see above, p. 245. ib. tabta| C3; Kat ratra S. 

p- 140 1. 9 elzwper] etrounev C ; dicam (cir) S. 

p- 141 l. 13 tov wWiorov] C. The present text of S has yp, rod 
Kvpfov, but this is doubtless a corruption of xp, Tod vypiorov. 

ib. xare(pxOnoay] xabetpxOnoay C. 

p. r4r L215 eis] S; om! C. 

p- 141 1. 17 weptBadeiv] So also C. S has simply saciant. 

p. 141 1. 20 tév aidvev] S; om. C. So also above, p. 109 1. 15. 

p- 141 l. 22 éyypado.] This excellent emendation of Laurent is 
confirmed by C, as might have been predicted. S has scripti sunt for 
éyypacor éyévovto. 

p. 141 1. 23 airay] atrod CS. 

p. 141 1. 24 dunv] C; om. S. 


XLVI. 


p- 143 1. 8 wodeuos te] C; S has the plural (as determined by 
ribui) modepot te and adds e contentiones s~n\yp\, which probably 
represents kal payat, since the same word elsewhere stands for paar 
(e.g. James iv. 1, Pesh., Hcl.; 2 Tim. ii. 23, Tit. iii. 9, Hcl.). The con- 
necting particles in the Greek are favourable to such an addition; but 
it is suspicious, as being perhaps borrowed from James iv. f. 

p. 143 1. 9 Kal &y mvetpa...2v XpiorG] The construction and punctua- 
tion which I have adopted appear in S. 

p. 143 L. 10 SieAKopey] S; dueAKwpev C. 

p- 143 L. 14 "Inood rod Kupiov nav] tod Kupiov judy *Inoot Xpiorov 
CS. 


p. 144 1 1 ov«] pa C. 
p. 144 L 3 Tar puxpdv pov cxavdadrioat] C; Tay ékdexrdv pov dia 
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otpéyat S. I have no doubt that S has preserved the right reading ; and 
this for three reasons. (1) This reading is farther from the language of 
the Canonical Gospels and therefore more likely to have been changed ; 
(2) Clement of Alexandria, Strom. iii. 18 (p. 561), so read the passage in 
the Roman Clement (see my notes p. 144); (3) The word d:acrpé- 
yar explains the sequel 10 oxiopa vuav wodXovs Suecrpeper (‘perverted 
not one, but many’), it being after Clement’s manner to take up and 
comment on a leading word in his quotations; e.g. §14 ANGPaATI@ 
ElpHNIK@ followed by § 15 KodAnOGpev tots per edoeBetas etpnved- 
ovaty, § 27 ON Oy AkoYoNTal followed by § 28 zavrwy otv BXero- 
pévev kal akovopévey, § 29 EFENHOH Mepic Kypioy...Aria API@N 
followed by § 30 “Aylov ody pepis, § 30 Oedc...AiAWCIN YAPIN 
followed by ofs 7 xdpis amo tod Ocod SéSorat, § 34 GCA HTOIMACEN 
TOIC YTOMENOYCIN AYTON followed by § 35 riva owv dpa éorly ra Eroupa- 


aw e ' > n ‘ ’ " 
{opmeva rots Vromevovawy; § 35 6AdC H Aciz@ AYT@ TO CMTHPION 


TOY Oco¥ followed by § 36 avry 2 68ds...é 2) eUpopev TO GCwTyptov 
mpav, § 36 Ewc AN O@ ToYc €yOpoyc x.7.X. followed by tives ovv of 
€x9poi, § 46 (just above) MeTA ANApOc ABMoy AO@oc EcH Kal META 
EKAEKTOY EkAEKTOC EcH followed by KoAdyOdpev obv rots aOeots... 
cisiy O& obrou éxAexTol Tod @eod, § 48 ANOIZATE MOL TYAAC AIKAIO- 
CYNHC «.7.A, followed by woAXGv ofy tuAGY avewyuiav y év SiKxaco- 
cuvy airy éoriv, § 50 ON AdEOHCAN ai ANOMIAI KtA. followed by 
§ 51 doa obv woperécaper...déidowpev dpeOFvar piv, §57 KATACKH- 
Na@cel é €Aridl TeTIO1OdC followed by § 58 tva KaTackynvacepey 
mwemoubores x7... I have collected these examples, because this cha- 
racteristic determines the readings in three passages of interest (here and 
§$ 35, 57; comp. also § 51), where there are variations ; see above, 
pp. 283, 428, and below, p. 442. 


p. 1441. 5 yuds] S; buds C. 


XLVIL 


p- 1441.7 tTHv érctodjv] To the instances given in my note 
add Iren. i. 8. 2 é + mpos Kopw6ious (where the Latin specifies ‘in 
prima ad Corinthios epistola’), 2. iv. 27. 3 ‘in epistola que est ad - 
Corinthios’, Orig. ¢ Cés. i. 63° &v. ri apes Tipdbedv yor, iii, 20 77} xpds 
@cocadorixets, Method. Symp. iii. 14 (p. 22 Jahn) AaBérw Se perd xeupds 
© Bovdopevos Tv pds Kopw6iovs émuotoAnv, Macarius Magnes Apocr. 
iit, 36 (p. 131 Blondel) kai év +9 apds KopwOious 88 émuorohg A€yer Tept 
é trav mapbévwr émitayyv Kupiov ovk exw «.7.X., Hieron. List. lit, 9 (I. p. 
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264) ‘Lege Pauli epistolam ad Corinthios, quomodo diversa membra 
unum corpus efficiunt’, Anast. Sin. Hodeg. 12 (p. 97) é« THs pos Kopw- 


Giovs. 


p- 145 L. 10 avrod te... AwoAW] Eavtod Kal “AroANG Kal Kyndpa C, thus 
conforming the order to 1 Cor. i. 12 (comp. iv. 6). S has the same 
order as A but omits re in both places. It also repeats the preposition 


-before each word, but no stress can be laid on this: see above, p. 239. 


p. 145 1. 11 mpookdices] divisiones S; mpooxAnoes C, and so 1. 12 
mpookAyats, 1. 13 mporexAnOyre. For this itacism see above § 21. The 
intermediate note in my edition (p. 144) refers to 1. 12, not tol. 11, as 
incorrectly printed. 

ib. qrrov]| yrrova C, and so apparently S. ib. mpoonveyxer | 


emnveyxe C, and so apparently S. 


p- 145 1. 13 pepaprupynpévors]| dedoxypacpévors C; and conversely 
pepaprupynpévy for ils sth in L 14: S agrees with A. 

p- 145 1. 14 wap avrois] S; wap’ avradv C.” 

p- 145 lL. 15 wepsBoyrov] C; om. S. 

p- 145 l. 16 aicxpa, Datetrol| Crom. S. 

p- 145 1. 17 Xpiord] C3; add. “Inoot S. ab. aywyns| S; 
ayamns C. 

p- 145 |. 18 xa] C; om. S, Saaasbikicte BeBouoraryy, as if it ReBauiryra, 

p- 1461 4 omisie} S3 vay C. 

p. 146 lL. 5 éavrois se] éavrois te C3 ef vobis ipsis S. 


XLVIIL. 
p- 146 L 9 ‘ews yevouevos] porbysvon tdews C. 
ib. npiv| S; vpiy C. 2b. émt Tnv «.7.A.] S translates loosely 


restituat nos dd priorem illam modestiam nostram amoris fraternitatis 
et ad puram illam conversationem, but this probably does, not qapmpent 
a various reading. 

p- 147 1. 10 ypav] S; vpdv C. 

p. 147 1. 11 yds] S; vpas C. ib. avewyvia eis Cwrv] eis 
Conv avemyvia CS. 

p. 147 1. 12 abry] éorw atry C, ave so apparently Ss 

ib. avoigare] C3 aperi S. 

p- 147 1. 13 in eopodoyyropat C; Shas we.. Braided 
yyoupau ‘with Clem. Alex. See above, p. 245. 

p- 147 1. 16 ail C; but apparently om. S. 

p. 148 1.1 qrw.. eal This passage is read in C in the same. way 
asin A. Shas sit homo (quispiam) fidelis, sit validus, scientiam possideat 
(possidebit), laboret (laborabit) sapiens in interpretatione verborumy sit purus 
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in operibus. This represents substantially the same Greek with AC, except 
that (as Mr Bensly has pointed out to me) #rw divaros year: eLereiv, 
Tw sopos x.7.A. must have been corrupted into 7#rw dwaros, yoow ee, 
moveirw oopos. Notwithstanding this combination of authorities, 1 am 
disposed to think still that Clem. Alex. has preserved the original 
reading, for év épyois is much better adapted to yopyés than to ayvos. 


p. 148 l. 2 yep] S; om. C. ib. ofeiher| I have omitted to 
‘record that A has ogvAe. 
p. 148 lL. 3 padAov] connected with doxe? in S. ib, 70 kowwdedts | 


See Afost. Const. vi. 12 ovlnroivtes mpos TO Kowwderes. 


XLIX. 

p. 148 L 5 wouodrw] So it is read in CS. There is a various reading 
roiapev, THpGev (both well supported), in 1 Joh. v. 2. 

p- 149 1. 8 dpxeros] S; om. C. At least so Bryennios gives the 
reading of C in his note; but, inasmuch as he puts dpxeros in his text, it 
is not easy to see where else he got it from, since he supposes that A 
read dpkel ws eet. 

p. 149 L. 9 éorw. dydry] éorw 4 aydrny C. The whole of the pre- 
ceding passage is disturbed in CS by false punctuation. 

p. 149 l. 10 wAHG0s| C; but S translates snyw ‘ murum’. 

p- 150 1. 4 ovdev evapeotov éotrw to OG] C; Deoplacere nemo potest 
S; ie, as Mr Bensly suggests, ovdevt evapecreiv éorw Oo OcG. Clem. 
Alex. however reads with AC, except that he omits éorw. ib, ovk 
gorw x.7..| C; S translates non est sermo ullus sufficiens ut inveniatur, 
thus reading éeéyynois rus and making ixavos feminine. 

p. 150 1. 5 nas] S; duds C. 

p. 150 1. 6 wxer| dedwxev C. 

p- 150 1. 7 vrtp yudv “Inoods Xpioros] S; “Inocods Xpioros vrip 
ypav C. 

p- 150 1. 9 rav Yrxdv] S; ris Wuyiys C. 

L. 

p. 151 1. 11 9 ayary] ayary C. ib. aitys| avrod C. S 
translates ejusdem (ipsius) perfectionis. It seems to have had avrjs, and 
to have made it agree with reAeoryros. 

p. 151 1. 12 et wy] C; S apparently adds here év dyday xal, but the 
translation of the whole context is confused in to a false punctua- 
tion. 

Pp. 151 1. 13 xatagwoy] S; xaradudéy C. ab, SedpeBal] My 
reading was approved by Tisch. and adopted by Gebh. It is now 
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confirmed by CS; the former having Seéyefa and the latter supplicemus. 
tb. otv| C; add. ayaryrot S. “ib. airépeba| S; airovueba C. 

p- 151 lL 14 avrod] C tov @eod S. ib. Copev| eipeOdpev CS. 

2b. mpookdcews| adherentia S; mporxdyoews C. On this itacism see 
abeve, p. 439- 

p. 151 L 15 macau] add. dro ’Adap CS, with Clem. Alex. 

p. 151 1. 16 triode yuepas] rHs yuépas tHoSe C; while Clem. Alex. 
has tijode ris yépas. The reading of S is indeterminable. 

p. 1511.17 xdpov edoeBdv] Lebas and Waddington Asée Mineure 
Inscr. 168 evocBéwv xdpov Sééaro maou pirov, Apost. Const. vill. 41 
XGpos edoreBav aveipévos K.7.r. 

p. 1511. 18 ot] S; of dé C. ib, havepot ecovrat] pavepw6)j- 
aovrat CS, with Clem. Alex. 

p- 151 l. 19 rod Xpiorod] rod @eod CS. I have looked again at A, 
and still think it impossible to decide whether the reading is 6y or yy, 
ib. eloehOe] cioeOere CS. ib. rapeta| tapseta C. I have omitted 
to record in its proper place the reading of A, ropua. 

p. 152 1. 1 Ovpds| o Gupos C. 

p- 152 1. 3 paxdpior] The critical note giving the v. 1. of A paxaxapioe 
should be transferred to the later paxdpio 1. 6. Hilgenfeld erroneously 
states the v. l. there to be papaxapiot, pp. Xvili, 56. ib. éopev| 
jyuev CS, which should probably be adopted. 

p. 152 1. 5 yuiv] S; vpiy C. 

p. 1521. 7 of] CS. There is the same v. |. in the Lxx, 

p. 152 1. 10 Tov @eov] @eod C. 


LI. 


p. 153 1. 12 mapeBnpev] maperécapev Kol éroujoapey CS. The last 
word indeed, as now read in the ms of S, is pias transgressi SUMUS ; 
but the diacritic point has been altered and it was originally atas 
Jecimus. 

But what was the reading of A? The editors have hitherto given 
mapéBnpev; but the older collators Young and Wotton professed only to 
see qape...uev, and after C was discovered, Gebhardt (ed. 2), observing 
that nothing was said either by Tischendorf or by myself ‘de litera B 
adhuc conspicua’, suggested that the reading of A was not mapéBnpev but 
maperécamev and that the following words xat éroujoapev were omitted 
owing to homeeoteleuton, for there certainly is not room for them. I 
believe he is right.. Having my attention thus directed to the matter, I 
looked at the ms again. I could not discern a 8 but saw traces of a 
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square letter which looked like m followed by a curved letter whiclr 
might be €. Not satisfied with my own inspection, I wrote afterwards 
to Mr E. M. Thompson of the British Museum to obtain his opinion. 
He read the letters independently exactly as I had done, and says 
confidently that the reading was waperéoapev. This reading is favoured’ 
by the words which follow kaAov ydp avOpdrw eéopodoyeiobar rept trav 
Tapanrtwpatwv, as also by the loose paraphrase of the younger Cle- 
ment Strom. iv. 18 (p. 614) jv 8& Kal repiréon axwv to.atry Twi Tept- 
orace dua Tas TapeyuTTuceEs TOU ayTiKeevov, where wepitéoy seems to 
have been suggested by the association of sounds. 

ib. Twos TGV TOU avTiKeyLévov] So also CS. My misgivings therefore 
as to the reading of A were not justified. Yet notwithstanding the 
agreement of our authorities I can hardly think the text correct. Geb- 
hardt (ed. 1) read repacpay for twos ray, an emendation of Davis; but 
afterwards (ed. 2) he abandoned it for the reading of the Mss. ' 

Pp. 153 L. 13 tovyyvopyt] adebijvar ywiv CS. Among other sugges- 
tions I had proposed ageOjvac in my notes; comp. § 50 «is ro adeOjvat 
npiv...yéypartat yap* Maxdpio av apeOycay x.7.X. It is entirely after 
Clement’s manner to take up the key word of a quotation and dwell 
upon it; see the instances collected above, p. 438. There can be no 
doubt therefore that Tischendorf misread A. Nevertheless he reiterated 
the statement to which I took exception and said ‘ Emendatione veteris 
scripture vix opus est [cyr]rN@m[HN]: literarum Nam pars superior in 
codice superest, quapropter de vera lectione vix dubito. Dubitat vero 
Lightf. et dicit etc.’ He took no notice of my grammatical objection 
to this construction of agvdv. I might have added a further lexical 
objection ; for neither in the Lxx nor in the N.T. nor in the Apostolic 
Fathers are cvyywooxew, ovyyvwyyn, ever said of God. The fact is that 
the Ms is eaten into holes here and nothing can be vead. The letters 
can only be conjectured from the indentations left. Mr E. M. Thompson, 
whom I consulted here again and whose practised eye I should trust 
much more than my own, gives it as his opinion that cYffN@MHN 
would not fit into these indentations but that adeOHNaiHm[IN] might. 

p: 153 l. 14 THs oracvews] oracews C. 

p- 153 1. 15 tis €Amidos|] C; spei nostre S; but it perhaps does not 
represent a different Greek text. 

p- 153 l. 16 foBov] C; add. Dei S. 

p. 1531.17 Oedovow] C3; cogunt (coarctant) S. tb. tovs mAn- 
ctov] C: rots mdyolov S, which also omits 8 éavrav, thus throwing 
the syntax of the sentence into confusion. 
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p- 153 1. 22 oracialdvrwv] oracacavrwv C. ib. Oeparrovra] S ; 
avOpwrov C. Moses is called dvOpwros tod @eod, Deut. xxxiii. 1, Josh. 
xiv. 6, 1 Chron. xxiii. 14, 2 Chron. xxx. 16, Ezra iii. 2. Familiarity 
with the phrase (which is especially prominent in Deut. xxxiii. 1 where 
it prefaces the Song of Moses) would lead to its introduction here. 
Elsewhere (§ 53) C alters the designation Oepdwy rod Oeov in another 
way. On the other hand Oeparwv rot cod is itself a common desig- 
nation of Moses (see the note on § 4, p. 44 sq.); and might well have 
been substituted for the other expression here. But the combination 
AS, as against C, must be considered decisive as to the reading. 

p- 154 1. 1 xaréByoav K.7.r.] Apost. Const. ii. 27 Aaddv kat ’ABepav 
faves xareByoav cis ddov, Kal paBdos Braoryoaca k.7.X. (comp. § 43)- 
See also 2d. vi. 3. 

p. 154 1. 2 xarértey|] touavet CS. This reading could not have been 
foreseen. Clement is quoting from Ps. xlvili (xlix). 14 ws mpoBata év 
gon Bevto, Oavatos Tropavel avrovs. 

p- 154 lL. 4 Aiy’rrov] S; avrod C. Perhaps the archetype of C was 
partially erased here and ran a..v. Tov. 

p- 154 1 7 avrav] after xapdias C. 

p. 154 1. 8 yy Aiyrrov] Aiyirre CS. 

p- 154 l. 9 Mwicéws| Mooéws C. 


LILI. 


p- 154 1. 11 ovdev| om. CS. ' 4b, 70] rou C. ~The ovdev has 
obviously been omitted by carelessness before ovdevds, and this has 
necessitated the further change of ro into tov; see above, p. 245. 

p- 154 1. 12 avra] C; add. povor S. 

p- 155 l. 14 sq. xepara....eddpavOyrwoay] S; om. C. 

p- 155 1. 16—18 kat émexddeoar...dofdoes we] S; om. C. 

p- 155 l. 17 cov] om. S. 


LIII. 


p- 155 lL 19 yap] C; add. adeXdoi S, omitting ayamyrot 1. 20; see 
above, p. 399. tb. cat] S; om. C. 

p- 155 1. 21 eis] rpos C ; ws mpos (or us eis) S. 

ab. déxeo0e] ypapouey CS. Dr Wright confirms my statement, as 
against Tisch., that a final 1 is visible in A. It is doubtless the last 
stroke of the N in rpadomen. 

p. 155 1. 22 dvaBatvovros|] dvaBévros C. But the reading in A must 
certainly have been avaBaivovros. S has a past tense, but on such a 
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point its authority cannot be urged. As usual, C alters the tenses, 
where they do not seem appropriate: see above, p. 228. 

p. 155 l. 23 reowepaxovra] texoapaxovra C, in both places. 

p. 156 1. 1 Mwio7, Moioy] Mooj, Moog C ; om. S. . 

p. 156 1. 2 ek yhs Alyimrov] C; é§ Aiyirrov S with the Hebrew. 

p- 156 1. 3 érotycav] C; xat éroinoay S. The xai appears in B of 
the Lxx. ib. xwvetpata] C 3; xwvevya (owing to the absence of 
ribui) S. In the Lxx A has xwvevrd, and B xavevpa. 

p. 156 6 Aads] éore CS; as in Clem. Alex. Strom. iv. 19 (p. 617), 
where Potter writes ‘Clementis Romani editor lacunam inter idov et 
oxAnpotpaxndos supplevit voce dads ex recensione rév 6 [The Lxx is 
i8od ads oKAypotpaxnAds eorev]. Erat autem Romanus ex Alexandrino 
potius supplendus: qui, ut superius, ita proculdubio hic etiam Ro- 
manum secutus est’. His warning was overlooked by later editors 
of the Roman Clement. ib. €acov| C; xai géacov S. In the Lxx 
A has simply éacov and B kai viv éacov. 

ib. é&orcOpetoar| eEodofpedoar C; eforeOpedow (or -Aobpevow) appa- 
rently S. 

p- 157 1. 9 etre Se] Kat etre CS. ib. Mwivoys] If the 
silence of Bryennios may be trusted, C here adopts this spelling of the 
name, contrary to its usual practice. 

p- 157 lL. 10 rHv duapriav] C ; peccatum hoc S. 

p- 157 l. 11 & peyadns] S; peyadns (om. 6) C. According to the 
rule of the grammarians the interjections should have been accentuated 
@...0, not d...8; see Chandler Greek Accentuation § 904, p. 246 sq. 
The editors here vary. ; 

p. 157 1. 12 Oepdrwv] S; Seororys C, i.e. ‘as a master’, but this does 
not represent the fact and cannot be right. The reading of C is 
adopted by Bryennios, but rejected by Gebhardt and Hilgenfeld. 


LIV. 


p. 157 1. 15 duty] S3 ypiy C. 

p: 157 1. 16 werAnpodopypévos] So read also in C; S has plenus 
(émpletus). ih, et SC eve x.7.A.] Mr Bensly has pointed 
out to me that there are several echoes of this passage in John of 
Kphesus (iv. 13, 48, 60). Perhaps they were got from some such 
drouvyparic.ot as Epiphanius used (see above, p. 157), rather than 
directly from Clement himself. 

p-. 158 1. 1 exxwpd] C; eyo éxywpa (apparently) S. { 

p: 158 1. 8 rodtretay rod @eod] rod Oot wodirelav C. Comp. Aart, 
Polyc. 17 tHv averiAnrroy avrod roXtrelav. 


ADDENDA. . 445 


LV. 

p- 158 1. 9 vrode’ypata] S (ribui however being omitted); vroury- 
para C. It might almost seem as though Origen had this reading, 
for in the passage quoted in my note (7 Joann. vi. § 36) he speaks 
of Clement as ov addyws musrevoas Tats ioropiacs. ab, evey- 
xopev] C ; add. vobis S. 
~ -p. 1581. 10 qoAXol...xarpod] C; multi reges et magnates e principibus 
populorum, qui quum tempus afflictionis vel famis alicujus instaret 
populo S. This is unusually paraphrastic, but perhaps does not repre- 
sent a various reading. There is however a confusion of Nowuds and 
Ayos. 

p. 159 l. 15 Avtpwcovra] So also C. 

Pp. 159 |. 16 wapédwxay] S (apparently) ; éfédwxay C. 

p- 160 1. 1 tis Toews] C; urbe sua S. 

p- 160 1. 4 8¢ aydrny...Aaot] C; propter amorem civitatis patrum 
suorum et propter populum S. 

p. 160 1. 5 ovykdeipne] It is to this cvyxAeucu@ and not to the 
previous occurrence of the word in 1. 1 that my critical note should 
refer. 

p. 160 1. 6 yrrov| yrrov CS. 

p- 160 l. 7 10 Swdexcdudov] C; tribum S. 

p- 161 1. 9 THs Tarewacews] Tarewarews C. 

p- 161 1. 10 8eardrnv] om. C, obviously by Rokicantelettor S has 
spectatorem universt et dominum seculorum Deum, as if the order had: 
been Seororny rév aidver Ocov. 

p. 161 1. 11 épvcaro] éppiaaro C. ib. av xapw exwvdtvevoer] C ; 
‘ex tis propter gue erat in periculo S, probably only a mistranslation. 


LVI. 


p. 161 1. 16 ovrws] ovrw C. 
p- 161 1. 17 7 mpos...ayious] C; sive in Deum sive in sanetos 8, as if 


it had read 7...7 for 7...Kat. ib. tov] om. C. 
p- 162 1. 4 ovrws| ottw C. 
p- 162 1. 8 Sfkavos] S; Kupuos C. tb. €deos| EAeov (1.€. 


Zatov) C; and so also S. This is doubtless the original reading in 
the Lxx, but may have been a scribe’s correction in the text of Clement. 

p. 162 1. 9 dpaprwhdv] duaprwdod C ; and so S, but the singular here 
depends on the absence of ribuz. 

p. 162 1.10 év] év dv C. There is nothing to represent dy in S. 

p- 162 1. 11 dwavaivov] C: rejiciat (or rejiciamus) S. 

p- 163 1. 14 ovx aerar] od po) aynra C3; non attrectabit S. Both 
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readings are found in different Mss of the Lxx. ib. &v iu@] C; 
add. de S. vy 

p. 163 L. 18 od un poBybijs| od yy. poBynOyoy C. Both these readings 
again appear in different mss of the Lxx. ib. yap| C; deS. 


p. 163 l. 19 eipyvetoe]| Cz eipyveveac S. ib. 4 Se Siatra...auapty} C; 
om. S. 

p-.163 1. 20. cov] om. C.. 

p- 163 1. 21 rapBdravov| rapByravoy C. 

p-, 163, 1. 22 edo] eActoer C. 

Pp. 163, 1 24 cuvkopsabeica] cvyxomicbetca C. ib. are] 
moaos CS. 

p- 164 1. 1 xal ydp.. voudern fiver maTnp yap ayabds av pa els TO 
ehenOnvar CS (the transposition in S, by which dia tis ootas wadeias 
avtod is placed before «is 70 éAenOyvar yas so as to connect it with 
ma.deve. @eds, does not probably represent a different reading). Thus 
Tischendorf is justified in his remark on the common restoration vovufe- 
tm Ojvar ; ‘id vix recte, quum syllabae non ita dirimi solent [i.e. vovder|n- 
Onvar].. Requiritur potius. simile verbum ac zro|nOyva’. 


LVII. 


p- 1641.5 ra yovara tis Kapdias| So Sir C, Hatton to Q. Elizabeth 
(Froude x1. p. 166) ‘I-can use no other means of thankfulness than by 
bowing the knees of my. own heart with all humility’ etc. 

. 164 1. 7 aAdLova] C; addagoveiar S. ib. yAdoans| yurrys Cy 
. 165 1. 9, €Adoyipous] add. tuds C, S.is doubtful. 

».165 l. 11 idob] C; add. yap S. 

165 1. 12 diagw] S; ddagar C, 

165 1. 13 vrnxovoate| C; vanxovere S. 

165 1, 14 éuads] ras euas C, 

165 1.16 yvixal C3 sé (jv) S, 

165 1. 17 vuiy ddeMpos] C 3. yucv drcBpos S. 

166 1. x wapy] C; om. S. 

. 166.1. 2 Oris] add, xat orevoxwpia C, a familiar combination in 
Si: Panik Rom. ii. 9, viii. 35. S has affictio qasbne ef angustia (S*w Yn) 
que a prelio (S1>p \m1); where affictio represents OAbjs and angustia . 
que a pralio is probably a paraphrase of woAwpxia, The possible alter- 
native that angustia gue a prelio represents orevoxwpia Kal modtopxia, 
treated as a &y dia dvoiv, is not so likely, since the usual practice of S is 
to expand. The space in A will not admit kai orevoywpéa, and these 
words are wanting also in the LXX, 
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p. 166 1. 4 Lyrncovow]C; gyrodow (?) S. 

p- 166 1. 5 rod] om. C. ib. xpociXavro] Tischendorf accepts 
my reading of A (for zpoowAavro); and it is confirmed by C which has 
mpoeidovto (see above p. 229), and by S which translates edegerunt. 

p.167 bg 

(i) The critical grounds on which I gave a place to this quotation 
of the Pseudo-Justin in the lacuna of the genuine epistle seemed quite 
sufficient to justify its insertion there. Harnack indeed objected (ed. 1, 
Ppp. 155, 177) that the use of ypada/, applied to prophets and apostles 
alike, would be an anachronism in the genuine Clement. I did not 
mean however that the Pseudo-Justin was giving the exact words of the 
author quoted, but, as Harnack himself says (Zectschr. f. Kirchengesch. 1. 
p- 273), a free paraphrase. The objection therefore was not, I think, 
valid. 

Still constructive criticism has failed here, and Harnack’s opinion 
has proved correct. We have every reason to believe now that we 
possess the genuine epistle complete, and the passage to which Pseudo- 
Justin refers is not found there. When the edition of Bryennios 
appeared, the solution became evident. The newly recovered ending 
of the so-called Second Epistle presents references to the destruction of 
the world by fire and to the punishment of the wicked (§ 16 épxerat 75 
 pEpa THs Kpicews ws KALBavos Kaldpevos K.T.A., § 17 THY Yuepay exelvyy 
Neyer THs Kpicews Grav dovrae Tors év Hiv aveBycavras...drws KoAdLovrat 
Seats Bacavors rupt aoBéorw) which satisfy the allusion of the Pseudo- 
Justin, as I pointed out in the Academy (May 20, 1876). Harnack 
also (Zeitschr.1.c.) takes the same view. But there is no mention of 

‘the Sibyl in these passages. How is this difficulty to be met? Harnack 
would treat the clause containing this mention as parenthetical in 
accordance with a suggestion of Hilgenfeld (JVov. Zest. ext. Can. Rec. 3. 
p- xviii, note 1), and would read accordingly ; ef ris wapovons karacta- 
wEews TO TéAOS Carly 7) Sua TOO wUpds Kpiots TOV acEeBay (Kaba pacw ai ypadai 
mpoytav TE Kal arocroduy, ére d2 kal TAS SuBvAANs), Kadus dyow 6 paKd~ 
pos KAnpns év rj mpos KopuOlovs éruoroAg «7-4. But to this solution it 
appears to me that there are two grave objections. (1) The mode of 

expression is rendered very awkward, by the suspension of the last 
clause, when café and xafds are no longer coordinated. (2) As the 
writer quotes not the exact words, but only the general sense, of the 
supposed Clement, he must quote him not for his language, but for his 
authority. But the form of the sentence so interpreted makes Clem- 
ent’s authority paramount and subordinates the prophets and apostles 
to it; ‘If Clement is right in saying that the world will be judged by 
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fire as we are told in the writings of the prophets and apostles’. ‘his 
sense seems to mé to be intolerable ; and I must therefore fall back upon 
a suggestion which is given in my notes (p. 166) that for xaOas we should 
read kai xafws. The omission of xat (which was frequently contracted 
into a single letter %) before xa§es would be an easy accident, and 
probably not a few instances could be produced; comp. e.g. Rom. 
ill. 8, 1 Joh. ii, 18, 27. The testimony of Clement then falls into its 
proper place, as subordinate to the scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament, and even to the writings of the Sibyl. For other instances 
of the insertion or omission of xal before words beginning with xa in 
our epistle see § 7 [cai] nreuataoner, § 8 [Kat] xaPapor, § 53 [Kai] Kadds ; 
comp. also Gal. ili. 29 [kal] xar’ éwayyediav, Ign. Ephes. 1 [kal] xara 
miotw.  Hilgenfeld now offers another solution. He postulates a 
lacuna in the Second Epistle § 10 (see below, p. 458 sq.), where he sup- 
poses the language (including the mention of the Sibyl), to which the 
' Pseudo-Justin refers, to have occurred. 

p.. 7681, #3 

(ii) This quotation in Basil is found in the newly recovered portion 
of the epistle: see above p. 284, with the remarks in the introduction 
p- 271 sq. Gebhardt and Harnack (ed. 1, p. 155) did not venture to 
insert it in this lacuna ‘cum multa spuria sub Clementis nomine a 
patribus allegata esse constet’, though in a later place (p. 177) the 
opinion was expressed ‘ Nihil auueats lpanieons hoc fragm. e priore 
Clementis epistula depromtum esse censeamus’. 

The other quotations, which previous editors (including Hilgenfeld 
ed. 1, p. 61) had assigned to the genuine epistle and which I have 
assigned to other sources, are not in the newly recovered portion. 


LXIV (LVIII). 


p. 169 1. § Aowrcv] This conjecture was accepted by Gebhardt, and 
is confirmed by CS. S however reads Aouréy 88. 

p. 169 1. 7 amas] S;3 nets C. 

Pp. 169 1. 9 peyatorperts Kal dyov] C3 sanctum et decens (in) magnitu- 
dine et gloriosum S$; see above p. 239. 

p- dada 10 side oxivay, bromovyv] C3 Kat PoBov kal elprjvyv Kat 
Opovovav Kat ayaryy Kat Sropoviy S, 7b. paxpoOvpiav] Kat 
paxpobvpiay CS, ib, éyxpatelay, ayvelav|] C; Kat éyxpare‘ay 
Kal ayveiav S, 

p.-169 1 11 Kat cwppootvyr] S ; cwdpootvnr (om. kat) C. 

p. 169 l. 12 dvomare] C; add. sancto 5: 
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p. 170 1, 1 d0ga] C3 waca doa S, which omits the following words 


Kal peyadwovvn, KpaTos, TYLH, Kat VOY Kal. tb. kai] orn. C. 
p. 170 Ll. 2 rym] at rym C. tb. wavras| C; om. S. 
_LXV (LIX). 


p. 1701. 5 Kat Ovadeprov] Valerium (om. xat) or ef AleritmS; but 
this is doubtless owing to the accidental omission of a 4 before pimwbsy 
by a Syrian scribe. ib. Birwva] C; om. S. The punctuation 
of both C and S is faulty here, in separating names which belong to the 
same person. 

In speaking of the rareness of the name Sz, I ought to have 
restricted the remark to Latin sources, to which my attention was 
confined. As a Greek name, it is not uncommon, as Harnack has 
pointed out. Indeed the familiar story of Cleobis and Bito would have 
occurred to my mind, if I had thought of Greek writers, and prevented 
the unguarded statement. I find the cognomen Bitus (?) with the same no- 
men in an inscription at Bostra, Corp. Znsc. Lat. 11. no. 104, D.M. L. VALE- 
RIO. BITO.NATIONE. BESSVS, etc. 


p- 170 1. 5 owv cat] C; ody (om. kat) S. ib. Poprovvarw| 
Povptovvatw C ; Lrutunato S. 
p- 170 1. 7 éxuroOyryy] éxuroOyrov C. 2b. eipyvyy Kat opo- 


voray] C ; opovo.ay Kat eipyvyy S. 

p. 171 1. 8 drayyé\Awow] dzayyeihwow C. 

p. 171 1. 12 Kat dv adrod| S; dv avrod (om. xa) C. 

ib. TYyn...a70 Tav aidvev| C; om. S. . As the general tendency of S 
. is rather to add than to omit, the omissions in this neighbourhood (more 
especially in the proper names) suggest that the translator’s copy of the 
Greek was blurred or mutilated in this part. It must be observed how- 
ever that the omissions of S, here and above § 64 (58), reduce the 
doxology to Clement’s normal type; comp. e.g. §§ 32, 38, 43, 45, 50- 

p. 171 1. 13 eis] S; Kai eis C. 


The Second Epistle. 


p. 173 1. 3 sq. On the possibility that the title to the Second 
‘Epistle has, been cut off see p. 307, note 2. 

p- 179 1. 13 sq. Hagemann’s opinion is not correctly stated here, 
He supposes this so-called Second Epistle to be the letter alluded to in 
Vis. ii. 4, and to have been attached to the Shepherd of Hermas: but 
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he supposes also that both Hermas and Clement were names assumed 
by the common writer of both documents for the purposes of his fiction. 

p- 179 1. 32 sq. The homiletic character of the document is now 
proved beyond a doubt, see p. 303 sq:; but the points in Grabe’s 
theory which are here controverted receive no countenance from the 
newly recovered ending of the document. See p. 305, note I. 


p. 185, mpoc. kopin@ioyc B. For the title of this work in CS see 
above pp. 225, 234. 


I. 

p. 185 1.1 note. For these Syriac extracts see Wright’s Catal. of 
Syr. MSS in the Brit. Mus. pp. 551, 916, 966, 974, 1004, 1013. 

p. 185 1. 1 pds] S; vedas C. 

p. 186 1. 2 ypds] S; dpds C. 

p. 186 1. 4 AaBetv] arodaBety C. The reading of S is uncertain, for 
bap (the word used here) occurs elsewhere indifferently as a rendering 
of both AopBavew and arodapBavev, e.g. below § 8, 9, 11. 

p. 186 1. 4 sq. ws epi] confirmed by CS, as might have been antici- 
pated. 

p. 186 1. 5 yuxpdv] C; add. duapravovew, cat yueis S. The difficulty 
of the article, ot axovovres, is not perhaps sufficient in itself to condemn 
the text of AC (see § 19 py) ayavaxtdmev of aaopor, which however is 
not an exact parallel); but S comes to the rescue, showing that some 
words have been omitted owing to the repetition of the same beginnings, 
GpapTavovoty, apmapravoper, 

p. 187 1. 8 xaprov] C; add. offeremus ili S. This however does not 
perhaps imply any additional words in the Greek text. 

p. 187 1. 9 dé] yap S; om. C. 

p: 188 1. 1 rotov otv] C; wotov S, Thus the reading of A, rotow, is 
intermediate ; see above, p. 246. 

p. 188 1. 2 avira deicwper] ddcopev aitg C, This reading disposes of 
the grammatical difficulty presented by a future conjunctive, dwowper ; 
see Winer Gramm. § xiii. p. 89 (ed. Moulton). Of all such future 
conjunctives however Sow is perhaps the best supported ; see 7d. § xiv. 
P- 95: 

p- 188 1. 2 wnpot] ceci S; rovypot C. 

p. 188 1. 3 cat ypveov| xpvodv (om. Kat) CS. 

p- 188 1. 5 aXXo ovdev] ovdev dAAo C; and so apparently S. 
ib, apavpwow] C; tantam obscuritatem S. 

p. 188 1. 8 77 avrod Oedjoet] TH OeAjoe abrod C; voluntate nostra S, 
as if atrdv. 
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p. 188 1. 9 woddnv wdavnv] C; hunc omnem (=tantum=rocatryy) 
errorem multum 8. 

p. 188 1. 10 pydepiay x.7..] So also C; and this was evidently the 
reading of S, though it translates by a finite verb, e¢ guod ne una quidem 
Spes salutis sit nobis. 

p. 188 1. 11 yap] C; 8S. 

p. 189 1, 12 éx« py] ex Tod py C. 

II. 

p. 189 1. 13 edppavOyre] C; add. yap, Aé€yet, S. ib. pngov] C; 
kat pygov S. 

p. 189 1. 17 yyav] C; om. S. 

p. 189 1. 18 rds mpocevxds] C; Ta mpds tas mpocevxas (or Ta ‘pos 
edxds, as suggested by Bensly) S. See above, p. 243. 

p. 189 1. 19 af wdivovoa] C; 7 wdivovca S. 

p. 189 1. 20 éykaxdpev] exxaxdpev C. 


p. 189 1, 22 tov] om. C. 3 

p- 190 1. x dé] S; om, C. 

p- 190 L. § otras] otrw C. ib. Xpietos| S; Kupuos C. 

III. 

p. 190 1. 10 Kat od mpockuvodpev avrois] S; om. C. tb, adda] C; 


S translates as if it had read ére:ra 5 dre; see above, p. 244. 

p. 190 1. 11 tis] C; ris dS. 

p. 190 1. 12 9 pos ovrov] S; rijs adnOelas C: see above p. 229. 
ib. 7| C; om. S. ib. dpveicOar| add. avrov C. The testimony of 
 § cannot be alleged in such a case. 

p- 190 1. 13 évdatov trav dvOpdruv] C; om. S. The reading of S is 
probably correct, the words having been inserted by scribes from a well- 
known evangelical passage, Luke xii. 9. For a similar instance, where 
S preserves the true reading, see Clem. Rom. 46 (p. 437.8q:, above). Our 
- preacher is in the habit of dropping out words in his quotations, and 
presenting them in skeleton. 

p. 191 1. 14 avrov] S; om. C. 

p- 191 1. 15 pov] C; om. S, which adds efiam ego (xayw). ib. 0 
puobds nudv] C; merces magna S. ib. ovv] om. CS. 

p- 191 1, 18 avrov rysav] C; debemus invocare (vocare) eum S, as if 
odetAopev avrov emixadetc Bau (Kadciv). 

p. 191 1. 19 THs] om. C. ib. Svavolas] C ; Suvdpews S. 
ib. 88] ydp S; om. C. 

p. 191 1, 21 avrav] S; avrod C. ib, dreotw] S;3 améorny C. 
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p. 191 1. 22 ovv] S; om. C. 

p. 191 lL. 23 odce] C; owe S. 

p. 191 1. 25 oporoydper] oporoynowpev C. 

p. 191 1. 26 dyardv] C; add. rots rAqoiov ws S: see above p. 244, 

ip. 192 1. 3 rovovrous] rodvrous tots C; his S. 

p- 192 1. 6 tpyar] yudy CS. 

p- 192 1. 7 Kvpuos] C; “Inoois S. tb. é€v TG KOkrw pov] C; in 
uno sinu S. oo 


Pp. 193 l. 11 waporxiav] C; zrapouiav S. 

p- 193 1. 18 aroxrévvovras] azoxrévortas C. 

p. 194 1. 3 rvpos] C; om. S. 

p- 194 1. 6 Xpiorod] C; Kupiov S. ib, éotw] C; om. (appa- 
rently) S. 

p. 194 1. 7 avaravois] 7 avaravors C. 

p. 1941. 8 ri... émuruxetv] C; guid igitur est id quod facit ut attinga- 
tis S. The translator seems to have had roujoav for roujoavras in his 
text, and to have wrested the grammar to make sense of it. 

p. 194 L 11 yap 74] tO ydp C. ib. tadra|] S; aira C. 


VI. 

p..194 1. 13 A€yer S?] Cy A€yer ydp wai S. 

p- 195 l. 14 édv].C; add. ov S. 

p- 195 1. 16 rov xdcpov Gdov] tov Koopov (om. drov) C; omnem hune 
mundum S, but the insertion of une probably does not imply any 
different reading from A: see above p. 339. 

p-. 195 1. 18 cat POopav] C; om. S. 

Pp. 195-1. 19 rovrous] C; rots rovovrors S. See conversely below on 
p. 1961. 2 : 

p- 195 1. 21 xpacOat] xppoGar C. For the form in a comp. ovyypae- 
Oo1 Ignat. Magn. 3, wapaxpacbar Apost. Const. vi. 10. 1b. oivipeba] 
oidueba. CS. . S.also adds 88 ddeAdoi. 

p- 195 L.23 dyabd kat] ayaba ra C; om. S. Here probably the - 
reading of C is to be preferred: for (1) It is more forcible in itself; 
(2) It explains the omission in S. 
 -~p. 195 1.24 yap] S; om. C. 

p. 195 1 25 avarayow] C; add. gue lay S, as if it had read rv 
éxet, but this may be only a translator’s gloss. ib. npas| C; om. S. 
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 p. 195 1. 27 de] C3 yap S. ib. ev T6| C3 Tod S. 
p- 196 1. r Nde «.7.4.] The same order of the names appears in 
Apost. Const. ii. 14. 
p- 196 1..2 of rovodra] C; ovror S: see conversely above on p. 195 
1, 19. 2b. Sikaror] C; om. S. ib. od Stvavrat] after dicato- 
ovvas in C; but S has apparently the same order as A. 
p- 196 1. 3 atrév] éavrdy C. This is also the reading of A, as it is 


correctly given by Tischendorf. _ 1b, pioarOar ta teva] Ta Téxve. 
proacGa C. 
p- 1961. 4 adrav] om. CS. ib. Bamtiopa| C; add. guod 


accepimus 8. 

p. 196 l. 5 eiceXevodueba x.7.A.] The more usual meaning of Bast 
Xevov would have a parallel in S. Anselm Cur Deus homo iT OMe Ut 
nullus palatium ejus ingrediatur.’ 


VII. 


p. 197 1. 2 ovv] om. CS. ib. pov}om. C. As S always adds 
the possessive pronoun where the vocative adeAgoé stands alone in the 
Greek, its testimony is of no value here: see above p. 321. 

p- 197 lL. 10 Karamhéovew] C; certant (= dywvifovtar) S, but it pro- 
bably does not represent a different reading in the Greek. Lower down 
S translates xarardetowpe descendamus in certamen, 

p- 197 l 11 ei wy] C; add. solum S._ . 

Oopev] So S distinctly, curramus, while C follows A in the corrupt 
reading Oduev. Gebhardt, having read Oéwpev in first edition, has re- 
turned to Ocpev in his second, being apparently persuaded by Bryennios, 
“But the argument of Bryennios appears to me to be based on a mis- 
conception. He urges that we cannot read Oéwuev on account of 
the words immediately following, cat woAXol <is airov KaramAeiowper, and 
he argues 6 8& dpti dywridpevos xpelav odk Exet els Tov ayadva KatedGetv, as 
if the reading Oéwpev involved a hysteron-proteron. But in fact this clause 
introduces an entirely new proposition, of which the stress lies on zroAAot ; 
“Jet us not only take part in this race (Oéwpev ryv oddv), but let us go 
there in great numbers and contend (qodAot karatAevowpey Kal aywvirw- 
pe$a).’ On the,other hand it has not been shown that Oeivar THY doy OF 
rov ayava can be said of the combatants themselves. Bryennios indeed 
explains it O3mev éavrois 7} mpoOdueGa, but this explanation stands self- 
condemned by the necessity of using either the reflexive pronoun 
(éavrots) or the middle voice (rpobspeba) to bring out the sense. The 
construction which we have here occurs from time to time with Gee, 
but is more common with rpéxew, because the verb itself is more com- 
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mon; e.g. Heb. xii. 1 tpéxwpev tov mpoxeiuevov nuiv aydva (see Bleek’s 
note). Polybius (i, 87. 1, xviii. 35. 6) has the proverb tpéyew rv 
eoxarny. 

p. 198 l. 2 Kat aywniodpefa] C; dywvirdpeba (om. kat) S. 

p- 198 1. 3 Kav éyy’s x.7.X.] See Joseph. B. Zi. 21. 8 dOda pépora 
mpobels év ols od pdvov of vuKdvres GANG Kal of per abrods Kal of Tpirot TOD 
BaotdrKod wAovrov pereAdpBavov. Comp. Afost. Const. ii. 14. 

p- 198 1. 4 eidévar] add. 8 CS. 2b, 6] transposed so as to 
stand before aywvifojevos in C. 

p. 198 1. 6 pacriywHeis] See Schweighzuser’s note on Epictet. Diss. 
lil. 15. 4 (p. 689). 

p- 198 1. 7 pOeipas] pOefpwv C; so apparently S. 

p- 198 1. 8 wabetrat] metoeras C, 

p- 199 L. 1 70 wip airav] S; 1d wip (om. abray) C. . 


VIII. 


p. 199 l. 13 woug] roujoy C, but the present tense is wanted here. 
ib, xai] omitted by CS here and placed before duactpady, thus altering 
the sense. There can be no doubt that the more graphic reading of A 
is correct. The very point of the comparison is that the breakage 
happens in the making (woh), happens wnder the hands of the potter (ev 
rais xepolv avrod Sucrpapy), and not afterwards, as mroujoy...rais xepoly 


avrod Kai Suacrpady would imply. ib. év] om. C; S is doubtful. 
p. 199 1. 14 7] S; om. C. 
p- 199 1. 15 avarAdocet] avarAace C. 2b. Too mupos| C3 


om. S, but see the next note. * 


p. 199 1. 16 Badeiv] C; add. et comburat id et pereat (perdatur) 8. Tt 
is not probable however that any corresponding words stood in the 


Greek text. ib. BonOyoe] Bonbet CS. 2b. odtws] odtw C. 
p. 200 1. 2a] C3; st guid S. ib, rHs| om. C. 
p. 200 1. 3 Ews] dum S3 us et C. ib. Exopev Kaupov] Katpdv 
éxonev C. 
p. 200 |. 4 peravolas] S; om. C, tb. tod xdopov] C5 


THs oapkos S. 

p. 200 1. 5 e€oporoyjoacba] C ; add. super peccatis S. 

p. 200 1. 6 roujoavres] C ; add. ody S. 

p- 200 |. 7 odpxa] C; add. yydy S, 

p. 201 1, 14 aiwvov] C; om. S, which is probably correct; comp. 
§ 14 rocadryv divarat yj odp§ atry peradaBelv Luv K.t.d., § 17 ovvnypévor 
dpev ért mv foxv. (The epithet may have been inserted from the 
expression just above, Appopela Lunjv aidvov. Similarly in John xx. 31 
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aidmov is added after Lunv by 8 CD etc., and in 1 Tim. vi. 19 rijs 
aiwviov Lwqs (from ver. 12) is substituted for the less usual ris dvrws 
Cas by several authorities. In Luke x. 25 Marcion read fwyv with- 
out aidviov (see Tertull. c JJarc. iv. 25), and so one Latin copy. 

tb. drohaBwpev] arog Byte CS. The licence in the change of persons 
(rnpycare, dod Bwpev) has offended the transcribers here, though oc- 
casionally indulged in even by the best writers in all languages, e. g. 
Jeremy Taylor Works vi. p. 364 ‘If they were all zealous for the 
doctrines of righteousness, and impatient of sin, in yourselves and in 
the people, it is not to be imagined what a happy nation we should be.’ 
See also e.g. Rom. vii. 4 @avarsOnre, xapropopycwper, Vill. 15 éAdBere, 
kpdopev, and frequently in S. Paul. 


IX. 


p- 201 L. 15 ms] C; S translates, as if it had read papdeis. 

Sru abryn yj capé] Comp. Pseudo-Ign. Zars. 2 érepor 8& [A€yovow] ore 
9 cdpé avry ovk éyelperat, Kat Sei arodaverixoy Biov Civ Kat perévar, See 
also Orig. ¢. Cels. v. 22. 

p. 201 1. 16 ovde] ovre C. 

p. 202 1. 3 Kal & rH capKi...6 awcas] & in carne venit Christus 
Dominus (noster), unus existens, is qui salvavit S. This may be ex- 
plained by the obliteration of some letters, so that éhevocoOe was read 
e\...6e, and translated as if 7A0«, 

p- 202 1. 4 ei] els CS. The corruption therefore was very early. 

p. 202 l. 5 mvetpa] S; Adyos C. See above p. 227 for the motive of 
this change. ib. éyévero| C; add. 8 S. 2b. caps] 
C; in carneS. 

* p. 202 1. 6 éxddecev] C; add. existens in carne (dv év rf capxt) S, but 
this may be only a gloss of odrws and probably does not represent any 
additional words in the Greek text. ib. ovrws| S; kat ovrw 
C. The transcriber has felt that with the reading «fs some connecting 
particle was needed, and has supplied it. 

p. 202 1. 7 otv] S; om. C. 

p. 203 1. 10 7G Oeparevovre] C ; add. zos S. 

p. 203 l. 13 ra &v apdig] ra eyxdpdua C ; ca gue in corde nostrum S. 

p. 203 1. 13 aldvov] om. CS. Comp. Apost. Const. iil. 1 Tov aldviov 
érawvov. 


p- 203 l. 14 yds] C3 Kat quads S. 


aS 
p. 204 1. 1 ddeAgoé pov] ddedpot (om, pov) C; ddeApot kat adeApat 
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[wov] S. "On the uncertainty respecting the pronoun in S in stich cases 
see above, p. 321. 

p- 204 1. 4 mpoodolropoy] C; proditorem (as if mpodornv) S. This 
rendering again may be due to the obliteration of some letters in the 
word. 2b. dpapridv] apoprnnatev C. 

p- 204 1. 7 yap] S; deC. ib. ovx éorw eipeiv avOpwrov] So 
too C; and this must also have been the reading of S, which translates 
‘Won est homini (cuiguam) invenire homines illos qui faciunt timorem hu- 
manwm,’as if the construction were otk éorw dvOpwrov ebpeiv (éxeivous) otruves 
x7. But for the Syriac PIaAL3 ‘qui faciunt, ought we not to read 
pass ‘gut transeunt, thus more closely representing zapayouct, 
which however it mistranslates? Lipsius (Academy July 9, 1870: comp. 
Jen. Lit., 13 Jan. 1877) would read odk zorw eipyvn avOpwrots ottwes 
«7.4, On the theory of Hilgenfeld, who postulates a great lacuna in 
the Ms at this point, see below p. 458. 

Pp. 204 1. 8 mpoypypévor] mpoarpovueba C. S translates, as if it had 
read mpoatpovmevor, which was also conjectured by Bryennios. 

p. 204 L. 9 ardAavow] S; dvdravew C. 

p- 205 l. rr awédavors] S; dvdravors C. 

p. 205 1. 13 dvexrov Hv] C; S translates erat iis fortasse respiratio, but 
this probably does not represent any different Greek. 

p. 205 1. 14 duconv «.7.d.] Apost. Const. v. 6 Kat érépois aitioe arw- 
Actas yeryoopeba Kat SuAorépay vrotcomey Thy tlow. 


als 


p. 205 L 17 sq. Sovlevowperv Sid rod par) muorevew x.7.A,] SovAedowper 
Sia 70 ur) muoredew K.t.d. C5 morevooper, Sud rd Setv morevew x72. S. 


P. 205 l. 19 radaimwpot] C ; vere (dAnOds or Svrws) miseri S. 

p- 206 1. 2 wdvra] mada CS. ib, qxovcapev] nxovopev CS, 

p- 206 13 kat] C; om. S. tb. eri] C 3 amo S. 

p. 2061. 6 wev] C3; om. S. . tb. puddopoet] pvdAoppoe C. 

p. 206 1. 7 pera tadra] S; elra C. ib, atagpudy] S ; 
Brazos C. 20, ovtws] otrw C. 

p- 206 1, 8 6 Aads pov] C; add. mparor S. 

p- 206.1. 10 adda] adn’ C. . | tb. tray C3 om. Ssrsee - 


above, p. 334. 

P. 207 1. 15 ods ovk qRoveev odd? opFadpos elder] C; oculus non vidit 
et auris non audivit (transposing the clauses) S. ‘This latter is the order 
in x Cor. iii. 9, and in Clem. Rom. 34. 

p. 207 1.16 eldev] I have omitted to record that A reads wep, 


ADDENDA. 457 
vate 


p- 207 1. 18 éreidy]| evel C. 

p. 207 1. 19 rod @cod] C3; avroi S. tb. érepwrn els | 
epurybeis C. 

p. 207 l. 20 trd twos] C; add. trév aroorddwy S. The addition is 
unfortunate, for the questioner was Salome; see the note p. 207. 
ib. y&e| C 3 venit (a present) S. 

p. 208 1. 1 sq. 70 eéw ws 70 €ow] S; ta e£w ws Ta, eow'C. 

_ p. 208 1. 3 dvo de] Se dvo C. 

p. 208 1. 4 éavrots] C ; odis S, which represents éavrois. 
2b. Svat] dvo C. 

p. 209 lL. 5 70 ew ws To €ow] C; To eow os 70 ew S. 

p. 209 1. 6 70 éow, T0 8é e£w] S; To ew 7d Se Eow C. 

p- 209 l. 7 ovrws| ovrw C. 

p- 209 1. 8 d9Aos]| SyAy C. 

p- 209 l. 9 Ondcias] I have omitted to record the reading of A, 
OnXlas. 

p- 210, note. The conjecture in this note as to the probable in- 
terpretation which our author put on the words 16 dpoev x.7.A. is not 
confirmed by the newly recovered ending: see above p. 315. 


p- 211, note. Harnack (p. 176, ed. 1) took exception to this 
calculation of the length of the lost portion, urging rightly that in the 
Stichometria of Nicephorus the verses cannot have been of the same 
length in the different books. He considered that the Epistle of 
Barnabas would afford a safer standard of comparison; and arguing 
on this basis (since 1360 verses are assigned to that epistle) he arrived 
at the result that the lost portion of the Second Clementine Epistle 
must have occupied ‘unum folium nec quidem completum.’ His 
estimate is now found to be somewhat under the truth, as mine was 
considerably above it. The lost portion would have taken up about a 
leaf and a half in the Alexandrian ms. 

In the colophon at the end of the Second Epistle in C we have 
the enumeration orixoi x'* jyta xe. Since Nicephorus gives the number 
of erixo. in the two Clementine Epistles as ,8’, Bryennios supposes 
that x here is an error for By’, the ,8 having dropped out. Hilgenfeld 
however points to the fact that the fyra, or scriptural quotations, are 
given as 25 in number, and that this must refer to the Second Epistle 
alone. The quotations in the Second Epistle, when counted up, 
amount to 25 (one or two more or less, for in a few cases it is difficult 
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to say whether the quotations would be reckoned separately or not) ; 
but this number is impossible for the two epistles combined. It 
follows therefore that the enumeration of 600 verses must refer to the 
Second Epistle alone. 

I may add that this accords with the reckoning in Nicephorus. 
If we subtract the 600 verses from the 2600 which Nicephorus gives 
for the two Epistles, 2000 verses are left for the First. Thus the pro- 
portion of the First Epistle to the Second will be approximately as 
2000 : 600, or as 10 : 3; and this is the case, as may be seen from the 
relative spaces occupied by tke two epistles in my translation, where 
they take up 34; pages and 10} pages respectively, these numbers 
being almost exactly in the fatio of ro: 3. 

This statement therefore in the colophon to C seems to have been 
taken from some earlier copy which had an enumeration identical with 
that of Nicephorus. In the actual text of C however the distribution 
of verses is quite different. Here, as Bryennios states (p. 142), the 
number reckoned up is 1120, consisting of 853 for the First Epistle 
and 267 for the Second. 


Of the fragments (i) (ii), which are here assigned to the Second Epistle, 
the first (p. 210), occurring in the Rochefoucauld Extracts which bear the 
name of John of Damascus, is found in § 20 (see above p. 340), though 
it proves not to have been quoted very exactly by the Pseudo-Damascene. 
The second however, though quoted in the same work explicitly as 
Tod aylov KXrjpevtos éricxorov “Powys ex Tis B xpos Kopw6iovs ém- 
oroXijs, has no. place in the newly recovered ending. What account 
can we give of this fact? 

Hilgenfeld (ed. 2, pp. xlviii, 77) supposes that there is still a great 
lacuna in this work in § 10 ovx éorw edpeiv &vOpwrov | otrwes: rapayouow 
poBous avOpwrwots x.7.X. In this lacuna he finds a place not only for 
this quotation in the’ so-called John of Damascus, but also for the 
reference to the Sibyl in Pseudo-Justin which I have discussed already 
(pp. 308, 447, sq.). This solution however seems highly improbable for 
the following reasons. 

(1) Though there is’ good reason for assuming that the existing text 
is faulty at this point in § 10 (see pp. 204, 247), the external facts are . 
altogether adverse to the supposition that a great lacuna exists here, 
such for instance as would be produced by the disappearance of one 
or more leaves in an archetypal ms. Such an archetypal Ms must 
have been of very ancient date, for all our three extant authorities 
(see above p. 247) have the same text here. It is not indeed impos- 
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sible that this archetypal ms should have been defective, seeing that 
the common progenitor of ACS certainly had minor corruptions. 
But though Zossi/e in itself, this supposition is hardly consistent with 
other facts, It is highly improbable that a long passage which had 
disappeared thus early; should have been preserved in any Ms acces- 
sible to the Pseudo-Damascene, or even to the Pseudo-Justin. More- 
over the enumeration of verses in the Stichometria of Nicephorus, as 
will appear from the calculation just given (p. 458), seems to have 
been made when the epistle was of its present size, and is not adapted 
to a.more lengthy document. 

(2) Again; though the two fragments which Hilgenfeld would 
assign to; this lacuna, are not incongruous in subject, yet the sentiments 
in the extant context on either side of the supposed lacuna are 
singularly appropriate to one another, and in this juxtaposition seem to 
have been suggested. by the language of Ps. xxxiv. 9 sq. quoted in my 
note. 

(3) I seem to see now that the style of the fragment quoted by 
the Pseudo-Damascene betrays a different hand from our author’s. 
Its vocabulary is more philosophical (kaQoXov, ta peda, vdHects Kai 
vAy, Ta dowacra, Kar’ edyyv), and altogether it shows more literary skill. 

We must suppose therefore, that the Pseudo-Damascene got his 
quotations from some earlier collection of extracts, e.g. the Res Sacre 
of Leontius and John (for the titles of the subjects in their works were 
much the same as his, and they had the particular title under which 
these words are quoted, wept trav mpockaipwy Kal aiwviwy, in common 
with him; see Mai Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. vu. p. 80: moreover the 
true John of Damascus appears to have owed some of his extracts 
to this same source; see above p. 426), and that in transferring these 
extracts to his own volume he has displaced the reference to Clement, 
which belonged to some other extract in the neighbourhood. 


Fragments. 


p. 2131.14. See above, p. 425 sq. This first fragment is not found. 
in the newly recovered ending of the Second Epistle. For the manner 
in which itis quoted: by Leontius and John, see above p. 426. It 
will there be seen that the heading is not, as Mai (Script. Vet. ov. 
Coll, vit. p. 84) gives it, rod dyfov KAjpevtos ‘Pups x THs 0 émurroAjs, 
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but rod atrod ék ris 6 émorodjs. It is true that this follows im- 
mediately after a quotation from the genuine epistle headed ‘ Of Saint 
Clement of Rome from the Epistle to the Corinthians.’ But this 
indirectness makes all the difference in the value of the. attribution. 
These extracts for instance may have been taken from an earlier 
collection containing an intermediate passage from some other author, 
to whom, and not to Clement, rot avrod refers. It is probably therefore 
in some collection of letters written by a later father that this quotation 
should be sought. 

p. 215 1.1 sq. In giving the passages from the Clementine Homilies 
which correspond to these fragments I have omitted one which has 
been pointed out to me by a friend, and which is necessary to complete 
the parallel ; iii. 10 evyvwpooivy S€ éotw To THv mpds TOV TOD elvae HUGS 
aitvov amroculewv otopyyy. 

p. 21813. In ascribing to Nolte the first discovery of the source 
of this fragment, I had overlooked Lagarde Rel. Jur. Eccl. Ant. p. xii, 
note. Lagarde however only refers to Clem. Hom. iv. 18, omitting 
any reference to iv. 11, which covers the larger part of the quotation. 

p. 2181.13. For Sevyv ovvowxov comp. Clem. Hom. i. 2 civorxov 
Kadynv exwv evvovav. 


Appendix. 


p. 230, note. Lipsius also (Jen. Zit, 13 Jan. 1877) considers A 
to be superior to C. On the other hand Donaldson agrees with 
Hilgenfeld’s estimate of their relative value so far as regards the First 
Epistle, but thinks C inferior in the Second (Z%eol. Rev. p. 41). 

p. 235 1 11. Since the earlier sheets of this Appendix were struck 
off, I have noticed the following account of a Paris ms in the Cata- 
logues des Manuscrits Syriaques et Sabéens de la Bibliotheque Nationale 
(Paris, 1874) p. 19, no. 52. 

1. Les quatre Evangiles, dans la version de Tuomas p’H#RACLEE- 
..La note finale, relative & la rédaction de la version. héracléenne... 
est suivie d’une note du copiste, qui dit avoir exécuté ce ms en 
l'année 1476 des Grecs (1165 de J. C.) dans le monasttre de Mar-Salibo 
de Béth-Yehidoyé, sur la montagne sainte d’Edesse, au temps de 
Mar-Jean, metropolitain de cette ville, 
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2, (Fol. 204 v°.)...Legons dela Passion redemptrice prises dans 
les quatre évangelistes’ etc. 

Thus it was written only five years before our ms and at the same 
monastery. ‘These two mss therefore may be expected to resemble 
each other closely. Unfortunately the*Paris Ms does not contain the 
Acts and Episties. 

p. 255 1. 5. The person who in the vision gives this direction 
to Hermas is not the Shepherd himself, but the Church. 

p- 267, note 3. To these authorities should be added Georgius 
Syncellus, who seems to have derived his information from some 
authority not now extant. He says distinctly of Stephanus (p. 650) 
TH mpos Tov Seordrny civoig KAjpevra évedpedoas k.T.A. 


p. 270, note 2. Among the prayers which are acknowledged to 
be the most ancient is the form called either absolutely Z¢p/zl/ah ‘The 
Prayer’ (nbpn) or (from the number of the benedictions) Shemoneh 
Esreh ‘The Eighteen’ (mwy miww). They are traditionally ascribed 
by the Jews to the Great Synagogue ; but this tradition is of course 
valueless, except as implying a relative antiquity. They are mentioned 
in the Mishna Berachoth iv. 3, where certain precepts respecting them 
are ascribed to Rabban Gamaliel, Rabbi Joshya, and Rabbi Akiba ; 
while from another passage, Rosh-ha-Shanah iv. 5, it appears that they 
then existed in substantially the same form as at present. ‘Thus their 
high antiquity seems certain; so that the older parts (for they have 
grown by accretion) were probably in existence in the age of our 
Lord and the Apostles, and indeed some competent critics have 
‘assigned to them a much earlier date than this. Of these eighteen 
benedictions the first three and the last three are by common consent 
allowed to be the oldest. On the date of the Shemoneh Esreh, see 
Zunz Gottesdienstliche Vortrige p. 366 sq., Herzfeld Geschichte des 
Volkes Jisrael 1. p. 200 sq., Ginsburg in Kitto’s Cyclop. of Bibl. Lit. 
(ed. Alexander) s. v. Synagogue. 

I have selected for comparison the first two and the last two; and 
they are here written out in full with the parallel passages from 
Clement opposite to them, so as to convey an adequate idea of the 
amount of resemblance. The third is too short to afford any material 
for comparison; while the sixteenth, referring to the temple-service, 
is too purely Jewish, and indeed appears to have been interpolated after 
the destruction of the second temple. 
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[The parallels which belong to the other parts of S. Clement’s 


Epistle are in brackets. | 


1. Blessed art Thou, O Lord 
our God, and the God of ur 
fathers, the God of Abraham, the 
God of Isaac, and the God of 
Jacob, the God great and power- 
ful and terrible, God Most High, 
who bestowest Thy benefits gra- 
ciously, the Possessor of the Uni- 
verse, who rememberest the good 
deeds of the fathers and sendest 
a redeemer unto their sons’ sons 
for Thy Name’s Sake in love. 
Our King, our Helper and Saviour 
and Shield, blessed art Thou, O 
Lord, the Shield of Abraham. 


2. Thou art mighty for ever, 
O Lord; Thou bringest the dead 
to life, Thou art mighty to save. 
Thou sustainest the living by Thy 
mercy, Thou bringest the dead to 
life by Thy great compassion, Thou 
supportest them that fall, and 
healest the sick, and loosest them 
that are in bonds, and makest 
good Thy faithfulness to them that 
sleep in the dust. Who is like 
unto Thee, O Lord of might? 
and who can be compared unto 
Thee, O King, who killest and 
makest alive, and causest salvation 
to shoot forth? And Thou art 


[6 warjp jpav “ABpadu § 31.] 

Gavpacros ev ioxvi Kai peyado- 
mpereian § 60. Tov povoy tyuoTov 
§ 59: , > , = ~ 

povov evepyernv x.7.r. 2b. 0 
oikTippov Kara TavTa Kal evEepyeTiKOS 
matyp § 2 3]. 3 ee 

ov, Kupie, thy oixoupevny exricas 


§ 60. [deordrys tav ardvtw § 8, 
20,°33; 52]. a, i 
kaOus dOwkas Tors TaTpacw 


= 


pov, érixadoupéevwv oe adrav ooiws 
KT, § 60. [Kabds Kai of apodedy- 
Awmevon warépes Yudv edypértyncav 
§ 62]. 

Bacired trav aiwvev § 61. 

> a“ , , Ao 

AclLoupLev Ce, déo7rota, Bon ov Yo 
véoOat Kai avTiAnrropa* adv § 50. 

0 povos Svvatds roujoa tadra 
§ 61, 

Tov tov amydmiocpéevov cwTHpa 
S 59. 

c > 4 > ~ A >. , 

0 ayaGos...éXenuov Kat oixtippov 
§ 60. 

Tods TertwKoTas eyetpov...Tovs 
aoeBeis (doGeveis) taca...AvTpwoat 
tovs Seoplovs rudv, egavdoryoov 
Tovs acGevodvras § 59. 

A >. “~ , > - 
motos €v Tos TeroOdow emt o€ 
§ 60. 

TOD...avexOinyytov Kpatovs cov 

§ 61. 


ee a “NER a : 
TOV QTOKTELVOVTG KQL ohv TOLOVVTa 


§ 59- 


1 The word }3!) ‘shield’ is translated by dyrijrrwp in the Lxx of Ps. cxix 
(cxviii). 114, from which Clement here borrows his expression. 
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faithful to bring the dead to life. 
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who 
bringest the dead to life. 

17. We confess unto Thee 
that Thou art He, the Lord our 
God and the God of our fathers 
for ever and ever, the Rock of our 
life, the Shield of our salvation, 
Thou art He from generation to 
generation. We will thank Thee 
and declare Thy praise. Blessed 
art Thou, O Lord; Goodness is 
Thy Name, and to Thee it is meet 
to give thanks. 

18. Grant peace, goodness 
and blessing, grace and mercy and 
compassion unto us and to all 
Thy people Israel. Bless us, O 
our Father, all together with the 
light of Thy countenance. Thou 
hast given unto us, O Lord our 
God, the law of life, and loving- 
kindness and righteousness and 
blessing and compassion and life 
and peace. And may it seem 
‘good in Thy sight to bless Thy 
people Israel at all times and at 
every moment with Thy peace. 
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who 
blessest Thy people Israel with 
peace. 
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cot eouodoyoreba § Gt. 


Ort ov el 6 Meds povos § 59. 


els TO oxeracOyvor TH XEipt cov 
k.7.r. § 60. 


6 motos év Tagals Tals yeveats 


§ 60. 


a , bets le 6 
TO TavapeTw ovopati cou § 60. 


, , e , bye e if 
dos, Kupte, vytetav, elpyvyv, opo- 
4 
voiav, evorafeay § 61. 
Sds opdvovay Kal elpyvyy ypiv re 
Kal waow Tos KaToLKOdoW K.T.A. § 60. 
> , ‘ la id 34? 
éxifavov TO Tpocwrov cov ép 
Ce} ° > AY me) > la 
nas «is ayaba, év cipyvy § 60. 
, , , oe: e 
[dey riot, PoBov, eipnvyy, viro- 
, 
povny, paxpobupiar, éykpdarevay, ayvel- 
\ / 
av Kat cwdpoorvyy § 64]. 


‘A AN J ea >. , , 
kaXov Kat evapectov evwmiov Tov 
§ 61. 
neeis Aads cov § 59. 
<3) lé AN ° 4 
[o exdegamevos...7uas...cis Aaoy 
meptovavov § 58]. 


These parallels are, I think, highly suggestive, and some others 
might be gathered from other parts of the Shemoneh Esreh. ‘The 
resemblance however is perhaps greater in the general tenour of the 
thoughts and cast of the sentences than in the individual expressions. 
At the same time it is instructive to observe what topics are rejected 
as too purely Jewish, and what others are introduced to give expres- 


sion to Christian ideas. 


Jacobi (Zheol. Stud. u. Krit. 1876, iv. p. 710 sq.) doubts whether 
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this liturgical portion was any part of Clement’s original letter, and 
suggests that it was inserted afterwards at Corinth. ‘This theory seems 
to me quite impossible for many reasons. 

(1) In the first place it is contained in both our authorities CS, 
and Cae was contained in A, before the missing leaf disappeared, 
as the space shows (see Harnack Theolog. Literaturz. Feb. 19, 1876). 
The combination of these three authorities points to a very early date 
(see above p. 247). Moreover the writer of the last two bodks of the 
Afostolical Constitutions obviously borrows indifferently from this prayer 
and from other parts of Clement’s Epistle; and though he might 
have been indebted to two different sources for his obligations, the 
probability is that he derived them from the same. 

' (2) The expedient which Jacobi ascribes to the Corinthians would 
be extremely clumsy. He supposes that the reading of the letter in 
the Corinthian Church was followed by congregational prayer, and that, 
as Clement states it to be the intention of the Romans, if their appeal 
to the Corinfhidns should be disregarded, to betake themselves to 
prayér on behalf of Christendom generally (§ 56), it occurred to the 
Chirch at Corinth to interpolate their own form of prayer in the 
épistle at this point. When we remember that this prayer of Clement 
is followed immediately by special directions relating to individual 
persons who are mentionéd by name, nothiiig could well be more in- 
congrious than the gratititous insertion of a liturgical service heré. 

(3) Jacobi remarks on the affinity to the type of prayer in the Greek 
Church. I have shown that the resemblatices to pre-existing Jewish 
prayers are at least as great. Indeed the language is just what we 
might expect from a writer in the age of Clemeht, when the liturgy of 
the Synagogue was developing into the liturgy df the Church. 

(4) Jacobi does not conceal a difficulty which otéurs to him ih the 
fact that, together with dpxvepevs, the very unusual title rpoordrys, 
‘Guardian’ or ‘Patron’, which is given to our Lord in this prayér 
(§ 61), is found twice in other parts of the epistle, §§ 36, 58° (64); 
but he thinks’ this may have been adopted into the Corinthian form of 
prayer from Clement. If this had been the only coincidence, his 
explanation might possibly have been admitted. But in fact this prayer 
is interpenetrated with the language and thoughts of Clement, so far as’ 
the subject allowed and the frequent adoption of Old Testament phrases 
left room for them, Thus in § 59 for éAmifew emi see § 11, 12; again 
avoi~as tos ofpOadpors tis kapdias yuov has a close parallel in § 36; 
evepyérnv applied to God is matched by evepyereiv, evepyeota, in the same 
connexion §§ 19, 20, 21, 38; with the whole expression evepyérqv ver- 
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pdrwv Kal @edv méons CapKds...rav exdarqy dvOpwmivev épywv; compare 
§ 58 6 ravreromtys @eds Kat Seororys Tdv wvevpatwy Kat Kiptos maons 
capxos ; for Bonfos see § 36 ; for kriarns, S§ 19, 62; for éxrdéyer Oar, §§ 43, 
58 (64), and the use of éAexrds elsewhere in this epistle ; for éyaravrds 
oe, § 29; for dd I. X. tod nyannpevov qa.dds cov, § 59 dia Tod Hyamymevou 
matdes avtod I, X. in the same connexion ; for agvotpev of prayer to God, 
§§ s1, 53; and with an accusative case, as here, § 55 ; for deamorys applied 
to God, the rest of the epistle passim, In § 60 for dévaos seé § 20; for 
6 murrés Kit.As Compare a very similar expression § 27 7@ muwT@ ev Tals 
érayyeAlats Kal TO Sixaiy ev Tots kpipacw ; for Oavpacros, §§ 26, 35; [36], 
43) 50; for épafew of God’s creative agency, § 33; for the repetition of 
the article tas avopias Kal tas dduxias_«.7.A.; the rest of the epistle 
passim, and for the connexion of the two words, § 35; for taporrwpara, 
&§ 2, 51, 56 (comp: taparrwats § 59) ; for wAnppedelas, § 41; for Karev- 
Ouvov K.7.d., § 48 KarevOivovres THY TOpELav avrav év dovoryte Kat SucaLoovvy ; 
for ropevec Out ev, § 3 (comp. § 4); for ta Kadd Kal evdpeora évartov (comp. 
§ 61) see § a1, where the identical phrase appears, and compare also 
§§ 7; 35) 493; for the combination opovovay Kal elpyvyv (comp. § 61) see 
§ 20 (twice), 63, 59 (65); for xabus twkas ToIs maTpacw yuov compare 
§ 62 Kabws Kal ot mpodedynAwpevor marépes quav «7A, (see the whole 
context, and comp. § 30): for ootws (omitted however in C), § 6, 21 
(twice), 26, 40, 44, 62; for vmnxoous, § 10, 13, 143 for TAVTOKpaTwp, 
inscr., §§ 2, 32, 62; for wavaperos, $$ 1, 2, 45, 573 for yyovpevor, §§ 3, 5, 
22, 37, 51,55. In § 61 for peyadomperys (comp. peyadorpereia. int § 60) 
see §$ 1; 9,29) 45, 58 (64); for dvexdupyytos, S§ 20, 49; for v70 god... 
SeSopévyv (see also twice below), § 58 bro Tov Ocod Sedopeva ; for ddgav kat 
rinv, § 45 (see below, and comp. § 59); for vrordccea Oar, S§ 1, 2, 20, 34 
38, 57; for edoraear, § 59 (65); for dmpooxorws, § 203 for Bacwded rav 
aidver, see § 35 matnp Tav aidvey, § 55 @cos TaV aiuvev ; for vrapxovTwr, 
this epistle passim, where it occuts with more than average frequency ; 
for Suevdvvew, S$ 20, 62, and for Suére...ctoeBds, § 62 edoeBds Kal dixatws 
Suevdivew ; for Crews, § 2; for efopodoyeig ban, §§ 51, 52; for peyadwovvy, 
§§ 16, 27, 36, 58, and more especially joined with doge in doxologiés, as 
here, § 20, 38 (64), comp. § 59 (65); and for «is Tovs aidvas Tav aluivev 
see the conclusion of Clement’s doxologies generally. 

Thus the linguistic argument is as strong as it well could be against 
Jacobi’s theory. 


The andnymous writer of the articles in the Church Quarterly 
(see above; p. 395), has collected parallels to Clement’s prayer from the 
early Christian liturgies. My own text and notes were completed and 
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in print, before I saw these articles, and therefore my investigations in this 
direction are altogether independent. Immediately after making myself 
acquainted with the new portions of Clement in the edition of Bryen- 
nios, I read the early liturgies through with a view to noting coinci- 


dences. 


p. 273, note 1. A manuscript containing the Thebaic Version of 
these Egyptian ‘ Afostolical Constitutions’ was formerly in the posses- 
sion of Tattam (see his preface, p. xiv)". It was lent by him to 
Lagarde who transcribed it, and has given a very full account of it in 
his Re. fur. Eccl. Ant. p. ix sq. Lagarde describes it as ‘codex 
recentissimus non bombycinus sed papyraceus.’ It is now in the 
British Museum, where its class mark is Orient. 440. Unfortunately 
this copy is defective, and does not contain the proper ‘ Apostolical 
Canons’ at all. 

The Ms mentioned in my note, which is also in the British Museum, 
Orient. 1320, supplies the deficiency. It is of large 4to or small folio 
size, written on parchment, and was recently acquired from Sir C. A. 
Murray’s collection. It consists of two parts, apparently in the same 
hand-writing, but with separate paginations. At the end is the date ano 


asonA.rnh The year 722 of Diocletian is a.p. 1006. 


The two parts, of which it consists, are as follows?: 


(1). Paged a to ma, the reverse of ma being blank. This part 
begins 

HAMLEMKAMWMINTEMEIOTEETOTAAAMAMOCTOAOCALTTENS OEFCTCITESS Cit 
TATRAATES PAIONMNERRAHCIA. 


Paujewnenunpednmenuyeepe etc, (see Tattam p. 2). 


Its contents are the same as in the ms described by Lagarde 
(p. xisq.), as far as the latter goes. The readings of the sections a— 
ox are also the same with slight variations of orthography, etc. At 
this point however the latter ms fails us (see Tattam p. xiv, Lagarde 


p- Xv). 


1 Lagarde (p. ix.) is mistaken in saying that this Sahidic ms was given to Tattam 
by the Duke of Northumberland. He has transferred to the Sahidic Ms the statement 
which Tattam makes of the Memphitic (p. xiv). 

* In giving the extracts from this Ms, I have copied the text exactly as I found it, 
without altering the pointing or correcting other errors. 
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The subsequent sections are as follows : 
oc. ethenregrnn . Armiterorne, 
Mapovusmencanerhroconorwpx etc. 
or. eThexeaupienmeoooreTemjjecaaveThenenTavenkKoTK. 
HaporepnuyomnitiinentarenkotK etc. 
Oo ETHENETOPAIWREIUMOOTETHETIICTIC . ATWILETINTOTOTCOMEhOA- 
ommoArcenoArceThetTMICcTIC . pucTeeTpEeThOHSEIEpoorToroTcon. 
WonepwriitnetorarwKerMmmooy etc. 


oH is without any heading but begins, 
HlasnetennapacceneMmMoqnHTnTHptitoroncon, 
and ends, 
MAPXIEPETCMME . MMOTTEETEMMTRENMOTTETEMTWMEpod, 
followed by the colophon : 


ArxWKCHOANSMIRAMWMILITETEIOTEeTOTAShHANocTOAOC . ReEd- 
aAaION . OH. 


eCOZaNaprachonoca«t 


Comparing the Thebaic sections with the Memphitic as printed by 
Tattam, we find that 


oa comprises oh, ox (Tattam pp. 130—136, but without the 
colophons etc.) 

of corresponds to oa (2d. p. 136). 

iy » oe (20, p. 138). 

om “J ¥ OH (7b. p. 166.) 


or 


oe begins as 0@ (75. p. 166). It contains the whole of oe 
(tb. p. 166—172), ending nemenpodutac, followed 
immediately by mrcTOCAEHIMHMICTHETUAMTWOTH etc. 
(2b. p. 138) as far as choAgnTeRRANCSa (20. p. 146). 


oe corresponds to or (2b. pp. 146—150). 


oF "1 » 0% (4. Pp. 150) as far as mremtToAN- 
MITSOEIC. 


ox, as described above, comprises 7d. pp. 150—164. 


(2) Paged a—na. This part contains the Afostolical Canons, 
properly so called, which are here so divided as to be 71 in number 
(Oa). 
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[RKAMWIILTERRAHCIA « MAMTTAMATOCTOAOCTAaTOITHKAHMHC « 
MEMTATTIUILOOTE « OMOTEIPHMHINT EMMOTTE + QOMAIL, 
Gren IPOAWEIMMEMICKOMOC OFTIHICHA PIEMICKOMOCHIGOMIT. 


The ending (p. Ka) is: 


ATUMYOMOOTCION . WACHED . EMEOOAMHIT. 
ArxwkKchoaANGMKaMWMTKAHMAC . RambaArason . oa. 


The remainder of this page, and the reverse, is taken up with 
various colophons, including the date as already given. 


The list of the O. T. books in Canon oa ends: 
TcorakuiupHpencrpax . eTousitchw. 
After which is the foilowing list of the N. T. beoks. 


HenxwwmercgwwintasommanoctoAoc . menar,. eTeMAaTAIWeT- 
nHthpperte . MEqTOOPETATTEAION. - RATAOENTANUPMAOOC . WhaTA- 
MSOOIO’ . TRATAMAPROC . HRATAAOTRAC . TRATAIWOAMMHC . HEN- 
NPagicamonMaw#loctToroc. 

A 

Tc TemenicTOAHMITETPOC . THJOMTENIWOANNAC . TEMICTOAHTIA- 
RWHOC » MNTAIOTAAC » TMATACTEMEMICTOAHMMATAOE . TATORAATA- 
Apreitiwearnsne . TCHTEMEMICTOAHMRAHMAC . ETETHEOUJOTOIROA. 


This part therefore corresponds to the Memphitic in Tattam, pp. 
174—212. 


The version in Tattam is stated in one of the concluding colophons 
(p. 214) to have been translated from the language of upper Egypt (the 
Thebaic) into that of lower Egypt (the Memphitic); and a very recent 
date (Diocl. 1520 = a.p. 1804) is given. 


Comparing the Thebaic ms with the Memphitie we find that : 

(1) Whereas in the former we have two distinct works, in the 
latter they are thrown together and then divided into eight books', to 
which special headings are prefixed. ‘This division into eight books 
was doubtless made in order to secure for them the sanction which was 
accorded to the eight books of the Apostolical Constitutions, properly 
so called. 

(2) There seems to have been some displacement in the leaves 


1 Strictly speaking seven books, in the collection as it stands, But in the colo- 
phons the First Book is stated to be also the Second, the Second to be the Third, 
and so forth. : 
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of the Thebaic ms from which the Memphitic Version was taken, so 
that the portion, pp. 166—172, is placed after p. 164, instead of 
standing after Senovrvagrcémaney (p. 138) as in the Thebaic, which 
(as the connexion of the subjects suggests) is its original position. 

The Ethiopic Version (see Tattam p. v sq., Lagarde p. x) seems 
to follow the Thebaic throughout, and was in all probability translated 
from it. 


p. 279 note 1. In this note I have carelessly taken Adler’s date 
without testing his arithmetic. The year 1503 of Alexander (i.e. of 
the Seleucidz) is not a.p. 1212, as Adler gives it, but A.D. 1192. Thus 
this Paris Ms is brought nearer in date to our Cambridge ms. A 
description of it is given in the Catalogues des Manuscrits Syriaques etc., 
p. 20, no. 54. 

Another Paris ms (described above, p. 460 sq.) will probably prove an 
exception to what I have said here, for it may be expected to resemble 
closely our Cambridge Ms in its arrangement of lessons, as in other 
respects. 

p. 2881.7 sq. See Afost. Const. i. 8 maons te mvo7s Kal Svvdpews 
Snpsovpyov. 

p. 289 1. 15. See Afost. Const. ii. 6 tovs ayvootvras didacxere, Touvs 
émurrapévous ornpilere, rods TeTAavypEevovs emLoTpepere. 

p: 2911. 11. See Hippol. p. 69 (Lagarde) ris tov Opwpevov ayabay 
Oéas det drodavovres Kal TH TOV ExdoToTE KaLVdY Opwpevwv mpoodoxia 
Wddpevor Kaxeiva ToiTwy Bedtio yyovpevo. Lipsius (Fen. Liz., Jan. 13, 

1877) would read cwlopévors with Harnack. 

p- 293 1. 11 sq. Lipsius (1. c.) would read émukadotuev oe pura TOvs 
ev wicte: Kal aAnfeta vanKoous ywomevovs. 

p. 293 1. 13 note. The expression TAVTOKpATopLKOV ovoHa OCCUTS 
in Macar. Magn. Ajoer. iv. 30 (p. 225): 

p- 304 note 1. Lipsius (l.c.) suggests reading pera. tv THs Oeias 
adybelas dvdyvuow dvaywaoKe. 

p- 296 1. 2. Lipsius defends the reading of C and says, ‘ Die con- 
struction ist gut griechisch; iibersetze “ad probam vitam iis qui volunt 
pie et juste dirigendam”’. This is to me quite unintelligible as a 
rendering of the Greek. 

p. 314 note 3. I see that Lipsius also, finding fault with Gebhardt, 
says ‘Ep. ii. 19... ist in Cod. pirooopetv in pidororeiv, nicht promovelv 
corrigirt ; lezteres ist emendation von Bryennios’. Both Lipsius and Hil- 
genfeld seem to have misunderstood the words of Bryennios, é« diopfw- 
cews Kal ToOTO TOS avTtypadéws, which must mean not ‘my correction 
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of the scribe’, but ‘the scribe’s correction of himself’, as the rest of 
the note plainly shows. The xai rodro apparently refers to peradjwerar 
§ 14 (p. 135), where he speaks of ryv A€éw SwwpPwpevyv xerpt avtod Tod 
avtvypadéws. 

p. 3261. 4. Lipsius would supply A€yovor péAAew xataBaivew after 
avobev. 

p. 3401. 2. See Hippol. p. 69 (Lagarde) 7 rdév ratépwv Sixalov 
TE Opwpevn OYis TaVTOTE peEOLG avapevovTwWY THY ETA TOTO TO Xwpiov 
dvaravow Kat aiwviav avaBiwouv...ddda@ Kat ovror [ot adikot] tov Tov 
matépwv xopov Kat Tovs Sixaiovs dpdot, Kat ér ait@ toirw Kodalé- 
PEVOL...Kal TO TOua...dvvaTds 6 Meds dvaBidoas dOdvarov wove, and 
lower down arodOéyEovrar hun ottws Néyovres, Acxata cov 7 Kpicts, 
and again ro mip doBeorov Sdiopeve...cxoddrn€ dé tis Zumvpos «-7.A. 
(comp. § 17). These resemblances suggest that our Clementine homily 
was known to this writer. 

p- 413 1. 9, note on 7 mépvn (§ 12). In Heb. xi. 31 also 4 émre- 
youern mopvy is read for 4 mépvy by & (first hand) and likewise (as Mr 
Bensly informs me) by the Harclean Syriac, this part being preserved 
only in the Cambridge ms (see above p. 233). Mr Bensly also calls my 
attention to a passage in Ephraem Syrus Of. Gree. 1. p. 310 dpotws 88 xat 
‘PaaB 7 émireyopévy wépvy dia ris pirogevias od cvvarddcero Tots arerby)- 
cact, deapevn Tods Katagkdrovs év eipyvy. Immediately before, this 
father has mentioned Abraham and Lot as examples of persons rewarded 
for their @iAo€evia, so that he seems to have had the passage of S. Clement 
in view. 
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